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| at{/ghool 'part1c1pated 1n a study—des1gned to assess the effects oF

s

treatment “booster shots on the ma1ntenance.of soc1a] behav;nr F1ve
5 -

of*these ch11dren prev1ous1y had been 1nvo]ved 1n the Procedures for

Estab]1sh1ng Effect1ve Re]at1onsh1p Sk11]s (PEERS) Program deve]oped

by the Eenter at Bregon for Research an the Behav1ora1 Educat1on of the

\

Hand1capped (CORBEH) *None of the rema1n1ng four chu]dren had a pre- .

a e — e — — 5 — —

v1ous h1story of treatment for soc1a1 w1thdrawal,__An 1nterventton.

package, cons1stf;g'of soc1a] sk1]]s tutor1ng and a recess basid po1nt

a i

sxstem, was a]ternated w1th treatment reversa1 per1ods to determ1ne
St = B

wbether maﬁntenance ef?ects woqu accumu]ate w1th repeated exposure to

\ : . ) o~

Co treatment procedures., 0bservat1ona1 data coﬂ]ected dur1nq—p}ayground

R 'recess per1ods showed that four of the f1ve orev1ous]y treated sub-'

.- )‘

fol]ow1ng a ser1es of three freatment “booster shots..'!In genera] '*ﬁ{_f
- these data were s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher than 1n1t1a] base11ne data (as 5\

1ndncated by Mann-Wh1tney U tests) and.appeared to be stab]e dur1no' |
E f1na1 ma1ntenance evaﬂuat]ons._ On]y one of the four orevnously un-t_

treated subJects showed ev1dence of a. s1m1]ar¢eff*ct Verba] behav1or '\g

e L

R4 . PO - .

'“ and parent rgg;ngs of ch}]d soc1a1 BehaV1or showed gehera1‘1mprovemente
LT . :
for both treated and untreated subaects between pre- and post-treatment

-

; assessments to rat1ng Tevels approach1ng those of the1r nop-w1thdrawn

—_— -~

’"’\\~peers. Peer soc1ometr1c rat1ngs also’ showed 1ncreases from pre- to Co

' post treatment ohases for both groups of subJects it appears from '}
. .{; ‘- : o . ) ‘7- ', . . ‘.. ) . . \4'

»h



"_are d1scussed Tn terms of soc1a1 entfapment as nres~u~ed by oaer arc _fif

. . ,'.
. . . .4-

. vwalf (1970} and in terms of soc1a1 va11dat1on* ::'n:—c.nted hy \:za1n"
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N | ;kaorjucrior@ AND Lirsgmukg”nsmw :
'ich1]dhood can. be ser1ous Severa] researche,:

;and Go]d (1959)5 ch1]dren whose soc1a1 status is 1ow among c]assroom

'U,cemnun1ty-w1de reg1ster of psych1atr1c cases as yonng adults (been,
_fPederson, Bab1g1and Izzo, and Trost 1973) The authors presen\ed

g extens1ve fo]]ow-up data rang1ng fepm 11 to 13 years,toasupp r't. E 1s5f )

- Wl
.
[

< )

; * The consequences ]ater in ]1fefof soc1a1 1sola 7on/w1thdréwa1 in

ave found pos1t1ve e

- o

e'?iféjaftonships between. soc1a1 status among peers. in ch11dhood and

‘soc1eta1 adaustment in: ado]escence and adu]thood Accord1ng to L1pp1t,

l

“-peers at school tend to have more menta] health prob]ems than do

hiéh status chderen These problems reported]y are. ref]ected 1n the1r

1nterpersonal re]at1onsh4ps both in schoo] and at home . Roff " (1961)~

-and Roff Sells, and Go]den ' §72) descr1bed relat1onsh1ps between . ~

persona11ty‘?rob1ems in chlldhood and undes1reab1e conduct in ado]es- 7
‘ -

‘ " cence and adulthood Seem1ng]y, ch11dren who dlsplay persona]1ty

e MR

- prob]ems early in 11fe exh1b1t,more conduct prob\ems aur1ng the1r

-

adolescent and adu1t years than do 1nd1v1dua]s who show good‘th11dhood

v'adJustment S1m11ar1y, persons whose soc1a1 adaustments were vu1nerab1e

.‘..a

as ch11dren vere ¥ound to be d1sproport1onate1y represehted 1n a

-t

qﬁ?*
|

s X o 75,

,,,,,,,, N _0 .- . : - R

rconclus1on R , . . ';-naa . -f.i -

. ” . I

Am1don (1961) and Amidan and Hoffman (1965) asserted that teachers

~’—

e

" can be tra1ued to ana]yze the soc1a1 structure in the1r qTassrooms to

R

1dent1fy students Who are soc1a1Ty,rg5ected and/or 1solated and?sub-

sequently to structure'1mprovement§§@ soc1a] statusifor these students;.'f

1 '\ : o o ’ T N . z ,' . ; -
. [ '--,_ ’ - . ';7 o PR ° . - .
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Recent volumes’ of profess1ona1 pub]1cat1ons ref]ect 1ncreased research

. and c]1n1ca1 1nterests in the prob]ems of SOCJa]]y 1solated/w1thdrawn

ch1]dren. However; many prob]ems-re]ated to soc1a]»1nteract1on 1n'-
R 7 . .
! ch11dren have: not been reso]ved as yet These 1nc]ude\tbe repeated _

demonstrat1ons that' Zi) a g1ven, techno]og1ca] set of procedures can

§ be used effect1ve]y to 1ncr eas he\peer 1nvo]vement of ]ow‘1nteract1ng

of behav1or change, 1nc]ud1ng d1rect observat1on, peer=soc1omg¢r1cs

Y

e and teacher and parent rattngs; and (3) such behav10r change can be .

‘mai ntainjed once the procedures used to tncrease the behavior have been
¢ TR : : B .
term1nated v e - -~

- .

- A great dea] already is known about re]1ab]y produc1np 1n1t1a1 1n-
? \
tervent1on effects and deve]opment of that aspect of our techno]ogy

LEKY

endurance of these effects once treatment 1s w1thdrawn or term1nated
v : .

'E??orts d1rect£d toward that end must be started now.»J

~ -
a e

v e If prob]ems of behav1or age to be so]ved permanent]y, rather than -

mere]y reduced temporar11y, 1mprovement Wh1ch is brought about must

M .

d-shou]d be\cont1nued. But re]at1ve]y little 1is known about ensur1ng the -

"endure over time. However, "that genera]1ty is not automat1ca1]y accom- ‘.fi

p]1shed whenever behav1or 1s changed needs occa51ona1 emphas1s In

genera] genera]1zat1on shou]d be programmed5 rather;than expected or o

-

’iamented" (Baer, Wo]f ang Risley, 1968, P 96): “This f’ég“ti‘ﬁiaﬁy; togetﬁér with

theureports of many other authors (Conway and Bucher, 1976 Kazd1n and

Bootz1n, 1972 Marho]1n 11, S1egel, and Ph1]]1ps 1976 0 Leary and
—

Drabman 1971) character1zes naturai]y’bccurr1ng ma1ntenance as a‘,.f%]k:
great]y desireable but~h1gh]y elusive effect: L E~~‘ : o
S e " . i . & ;'l ; IR
L P e © < _ e .
~X . o o135 "\ * 7";."
S : SR
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22-' v *‘l: ' Ihe pr1mary purpose of. the present tnvest1gat1on ‘Was to chase th1s

~

:"elus1ve ffect -- to prov1de ev1dence retat1ng to the 1ssue of whether .

¢ - ", changes in ch11dren s social behav1or can be ma1nta1ned over t1me. .ﬁn; X

s oA fzattempt was made to program the ma1ntenance of 1ntervent1on effects~—,--

N
wh1ch had been ach1eved through the ;mplementat1on of PEERS (Procedures

for Estab11sh1ng Effect1ve Re]at1onsh1p Sk11Ts), a packaged program for 5;.
'

P

3'\ the remed1at1on of soc1a1 W1thdrawa1 Th1s was done by schedu11ng T

1ntervent1on phases 1n a. repeated treatment fash1on across days for ; o

el -j*_', " nine eiementary sch001 chwldren w1th low lever of peer 1nvo]vement in
,\ . . . >
soc1a] s1tuat1ons. A secondary focus of the study was:to prov1de add1-:

r

Y

.tionaJ repJ1cat1ons of the packaged program s effe;t1veness and to do .

'}i‘.; - $0 us1ng mu1t1p1e dependent measures.

- F iR

The 11terature review wh1ch f”__ WE arts. .The .
.f1nst part deais w1th prev1ous efforts to 1ncraase the peer 1nvo]vementi

, _of low 1nteract1ng ch11dren 1rLschool-re1ated sett1ngs and w1th naturallx

f“fj ecurr1ng ma1ntenance effects reported in those’ studres. The second

:f;part cqyers research efforts wh1eh have been~made to pro gram the ma1n-3ﬂ““?

: _enance of prev1ously mod1f1ed behav1or In order to- 1nerease the .
RV / ’ ’
- number of stud1es ava1lab1e for rev1ew 1n an'othenw1se 11tt1e-researched~~

*
,

- area; d1scu§s1on in the second part of the rEV1ew w111 not be 11m1ted

..

;j S the ma1ntenance of soc1a1 1nteract1on Rather 1t w111 include the
. :. C 5 SRR . .
‘”f-'fﬂ . proérammed ma1ntenance of other 1mportant schoo] re]ated behav1ors as
- A -‘. i Lot o ) . .; ~ - T ’
o twelltoo T e . -:i; )
. ' - ) . . ‘ . . . 4’ v ., «, } . . &‘ !-_, . . = . .' o
Remed1at1on of Soclal IsoIat1on/W1thdrawaT S R
-*,%;?'."3~ .in Schoo] Related Sett1ngs ) f;_ '
s . - Ranéihg over the 5a§£ ?ﬁ?teen years severa] approaches have been




11

1nvest1gated for the1r effect1veness 1n 1ncreas1ng the soc1ometr1c |
" . stetus and/or peer 1nteract1on of soc1a11y 1solated/w1tﬁdrawn ch1]dren;

in pre-schoo] and e]ementaryfschool sett1ngs ‘ At the oS t genera] 1eve1
S T these efforts can be class1f1ed (1) pr1mar11y antecedent 1nter-»r :

RS vent1ons Zi‘maﬂ]y consequent 1ntervent1ons, or (3) a comBInatwn

o of antecedent.and consequent 1nterventlons’ Th1s d1st1nct1on depends

on whether‘the pr1méry st1mu1us man1puJat1ons occurred pr1or to the

ch1]d S soc1a] behav1or, Subsequent toilhe behav1or, or wh ther the

e gi;.“3; 1ntervent1on conta1ned both antecedent and consequent maJor components

T o
L 7;' b v e

- e — = e JE

In a techn1ca1 senSe, a11 1ntervent1ons conta1n Both aﬂtecedent and con- .

"f%; o sequent components but not a]1 of these are programmed some wh1ch

b occur natura]]y are not cons1dered pr1mary 1ntervent1on components..

s v

,Thus” even though the d1st1nct1on made here 1s somewhat arb1trary3 1t

<:F o w1l1 be used because of 1ts usefulness 1n c1ass1fy1ng 1ntervent1ons for

<'.

- rev1ew purposes . g R .

Antecedent Intervent1ons T ’-Z L'“ |

-

.
-

v emp]oy1ng symbo]1c mode11ng alone and those contro]]1ng sett1ng events .ff};

; ',; : (peer pairing, structured play, prov1s1on of. p]ay equ1pment) wh1ch cou]d ' f

77777777777 - o ——— R LR s - : R .
L. N . ~ . 1.
. . L .

o affect soqha] 1nteract1ons.

§ymbol1c Mode]1ng

B ~Symb0]1c mode]1ng procedures the use of f1}med demonstrat1ons of

e

appropr1ate soc1a1 1nteract1on, have been used successfu]]y to 1ncrease o

the frequency of peer 1nteract1on in soc1a]]y 1so]ated/w1thdrawn ch1]d-

\, 7 . . e

ren;f In part1cu]ar, the use of a ffim deveJopedé'descr1bed and-evaTuated"‘
. ‘: : .‘. . . ‘.b . . B .

B ‘._ R “._ . :,_ o . - - 7.', . . o . o .. _“;
. TS S s TR S R
= N . . LI A _ R B P .. . . . . . N
ERIC, . &7, 0 e I8 e e
AruiText provid c . B ) v t. . - \.: . . . R Lt . . R “. - o N Y . . ) ‘
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v by OTCBARGY (1969 habeer he-sost widely reported. The O'Conor

‘::f11m, wh1ch runs 23 m1nutes and wh1ch 1nc1udes an adult narrat1on,
";pcggents a ser1es oF e]even ch11d ch1]d 1nteract1ons Each 1nteract1on A{,
beg1ns by show1ng a ch11d at the fr1nges of a group and concT’des w1th

S the ch1]d becom1ng p051t1ve1y 1nvo]ved in Ehe group As the ser1es 5""

‘i

. progresses the 1nteract1ons dep1cted become 1ncreasmng]y?more comp]ex
.fs l

v '__i.: scene, the accompany1ng narrat1on prov1des an account of the s1tuat1on

and 1nduces ch1]dren watch1ng the f11m to 1nteract with the1i§yeers
“in s1m1lar s1tuatlons Typ1ca11y,_the f11m 1s eva]uated by compar1ng
’ 1ts effects to those of a f11m of equ1va1ent 1ength d9p1ct1ng someth1ng

'-gother than 1nteract1ons between young ch11dren A group of snx 1so]ated

T

"'pre-schoo1 ch11dren who were shown th1s f11m 1ncreased their- peer 1nter-

: act1on in a subsequent free p]ay sett1ng, surpa551ng the normat1ve 1eve1
'for such behav1or, wh11e a group of seven ch11dren WhO v1ewed a contro]

f11m showed no change. Data perta1n1ng to the ma;ntenance of th1s »

\
kI

~ )

;-sm111ng) w1th 1solated pre- schoo1 ch11dren than "did a contro] film. _
o These effects were more’ pronounced W1th peer- or1ented than w1th non- peer-
or1ented 1so]ates but even the 1atter group 's performance was super1or ”

to that of - the group v1ew1ng a contro] f11m ?oiiow -up eva1uat1ons 3
o ifﬁ*;- conducted at one and four months after post- treatment assessment revealed

i that the 1ncreases 1n soc1a1 behav1or produced by the f11m pe£§1sted

»i
-

1A




tentat1ve

Us1ng the1r ‘own mater1als, cons1st1ng of four 5-m1nute v1deotapes" B
o dep1ct1ng var1ous soc1a1 skills; Ke]]er and Car]son (1974) found that i
-symbo]1c modeJ1ng produced 1ncreased frequencTes of soc1a] 1nteract1on,:

"-f'of dJspens1ng soc1a1 reJnforcement and of rece1v1ng soc1a] re1nforcement

- .;Q-' JL:

;?.byzten “solated pre-sch001 ch11dren N1ne ch1ldren compr1s1n9 ‘a contro1 \fpﬁﬁf

2 .

group and v1ew1ng four 5-m1nute control sequences showed no changes Jn,

S ! f these measures. A three week fo]low up assessment revealed ‘that a1though-'9 K

ev1dence*1ncreased levels of

_ e s

différént from one another on 1nteract1on measures' ’

-

“The f1nd1ngs reported above regard1ng the effects of symbo]1c mpde]-'

1ng are not w1thout contrad1ct1on Walker, Hops Greenwood and Todd

71nteract1on of six- w1thdrawn ch11dren in a pub11c schoo] exper1menta1

classroom Subsequent conseguent interventions; however, in the’ form of

both 1nd1v1dual and group cont1ngenc1es proved to be effectJve in es-

'. tab11sh1ng peer 1nvo]vement for the children. S1m11ar]y, Gottman 1977)

4

»

" of 16 ]ow interacting ch11dren in a Head Start program who 71ewed a

hdat ety

S , f11m about 1n1t1at1ng entry into peer groups , : j;f.
= : > e
’ Several var1ab]es can be posited as be1ng respons1b1e’for the dis- -
parate f1nd1ngs on symbol1c modeling. The Walker; et. a] subaects were

older than the children who prev1eus]y had shown 1ncreased respond1ng

e L




".‘.;j- S as a result of symbo]mc modelrng, Further, they were class1f1 ed as A

l

states is cr1t1ca] 1n understand1ng ch11dren s soc1a1~1pteract1on
Gottman s (1977) subJeets were of th a” ge group and c]ass1f1cat1on o

‘ﬁas SUbJECtS 1nvolved in effect1ve demonstrat1ons of symbo]1c mode]1ng,_'

o S _\g'but they v1ewed a d1fferent f]lm F1Tms other than tﬁat of 6 Eonnor
T S RATE N
ST s 1{1969) have been shown to produce posit1Ve effects (1 e., that of’Ke er: ~:;;

"so; The effects attr1buted to symbo]1c mode]1ng #s0 w111 be determ1ned

.1n part by. the sett1ng events present in the ch11dren B on-901ng soc1a]
env1ronment and by the extent to. wh1ch ch11dren are able to gain entry

{-,1nto the natura}zy»occurr1ng system of re1nforcement operat1ng in that _d‘_;

' -env1ronment (Baer . and,WOlf 1978) There may be other var1ab]es ‘which

~§

cou]d exp1a1n the d1vergent findings of symbo]1c modeTIng research

~

¢ - If so, they are not 1mmed}ate1y obv1ous Two of the stud1es reported
:above 1nc1uded toiiow-up procedures (Evers Pasqua]e and Sherman, 1975
Ke]]er and Carlson, 1974) Ne1ther, though obta1ned unqua]1f1ed main-
tenance effects. It is clear that add1t1ona1 research into the. var1ab1esv
‘and - parameters wh1ch make symbol1c modeling effect1ve, 1nc]ud1ng .i o
: ma1ntenance fac111tat1ng factors, shou]d be undertaken; The eff1c1ency

of the procedure, when effect1ve, certa1n1y merits such 1nvest1gat1on

_Contro] of Sett1ng Events

Some attempts to 1ncrease the 1nteract1on of 1so1ated/w1thdrawn

-children have cons1sted so]e]y of man1pu1at1ons-of sett1ng,events in

; | ~

o . i oo L




’| |

. ' ~=
ch11dren s soc1a1 env1ronments at sch001 Pr1mar11y, these,efforts

'uvmater1a]s to fac1]1tate 1nteract1on or a comb1nat1on of the se pproach:-:

. Peer pa1r1ng cons1sts mere]y of ass1gn1ng'two-or'more ch1]dren5tof:

' intéra’c’t Witﬁ-bﬁé’éﬁafﬁé?;_ 1f a Tow 1nteract1ng child and a normaf] y

' 1nteract1ng child are ass1gned to 1nteract, 1t 1s poss1b1e that the L

'7.1so1ated subaects w1th soc1a11y ﬁe1nforcnng non- 1so]ated peers in dyad1c ,

F. piay s1tuat1ons, ﬂd@%ﬁfy obta1ned 1ncreases 1n the 1so1ated eh11dren S

‘.Structured 1nteract1on 1nvo]ves ass1gn1ng ‘a spec]fjc soc1a] act1v1ty

.eto two or more ch1]dren~ The act1v1ty can be e1tﬁer a work or a p]ay

e e .= / '
,that the structure 1mposed by the peer pa1r1ng, the ass1gned act1v1ty,

: between the | ch11dren (Baer and WO]f 1970) : “n.:;

1atter w1]1 be able to engage the former 1n some degree of 1nteract1on. )

}..

'task Ass1gnments usua]]y 1nc]ude a peer pa1r1ng component, a]though

'5.::ch11dren m1ght be’ requ1red to find the1r own partners._ Frequent]y, ‘c':'

the children are furn1shed'W1th toys or other mater1a]s des1gned to

fac1]1tate the1r<nnteract1on _ In each of these cases, 1t 1s/%ssumed

or the mater1a]s prov1ded w11] be suff1c1ent to tr1gger 1nteract1on

..

between two ‘or_more ch11dren, and that once tr1ggered the 1nteract1on

l

/

- w111 be ma1nta1ned by the cont1nued presence of the sett1ng structure

-

An examp]e of the peer pa1r1ng procedure w1th ten soc1a]1y 1so]ated .

; -
preschoo] ch11dren has been prov1ded by AdamsKy (Note 2). By pa1r1ngu

7 ’

-para]]e] and cooperatxve p]ay and in the1r ta1k1ng w1th the.peers ~1n-

formal observat1ons at three months and teacher reports at one yéai Foi- :

o low1ng treatment 1nd1cated that. 1ntervent1on effects pers1sted across t1me

r D ‘."

i}

|
. }-%-u



"mstudfes made use. of - soc1a11y sk1]]ed peer confederates who were 1n—

Stra1n and h1s co]]eagues (Stra1n %gd Abraham, Noqg\g— Stra1n, ;:, .
Shpres, andigﬁmm, 1977) conducted 3 ser1es of stud1es us1ng the peer ’p

pairing. procedure W1th 1ow 1nteract1ng presch001 ch11dren.. These
"h -} \

e
structed to make pos1t1ve 1n1t1atﬁons to the 1ow 1nteract1ng ch11dren

1n an attempt to engage them in rec1proca1 1nteractTon Th1s parad1gm
\

subJects in one study (Stra1n, et a]., 1977) a]so 1ncreased the1r 1n1-5

>

t1at1ons to ‘the peer confederates, even though th1s was not programmed
However, the 1nterVent1on effects found 1n th1s woré\d1dnot ma1nta1n

dur1ng brief treatment reversa] phases

t1]1y (1971) used peer pa1r1ng procedures s1m1]a 'ut ose descr1bed

status ch11dren 1n upper e1ementary pub11c schoo] c] ses \\Subaects f

\

Were pa1red W1th popular students in the1r rooms to work on c]ass pro-:

3ects and subSequent]y made 1n1t1a] ga1ns 1n soc;a] acceptance NeVéri'

the]ess, these ga1ns d1d not ma1nta1n, as ev1denced by a six week

fo1Tow-up assessment e

& At ]east two stud1es have attempted to 1nc'éase ’ociai acceptance '

H_ was. 1mmed1ate]y effect1ve 1n 1ncreas1ng frequenc1es of subJects pos1t1v67

to
; above to 1ncrease the soc1a1 acceptance of low ach1eV1 g\\]ow soc1ometr1c

s

of menta]]y retarded students through peer pa1r1ng (Ehennault, 196], i};t

Rucker and V1ncenzo, 1970) (Both emp]oyed organ1zed cooperat1ve group

act1v1t1es 1n wh1ch ]ow acceptance students were pa1red W1th popu]ar g

peers, and both found greater ga1ns in acceptance at postptreatment for )

\

exper1menta1 %han for cdntro] ch11dren However, one month after the f

,_ .
- £

?

b ~y

-£ .



reported by Rucker and V1n§en20 had d1sappeared '-',;‘ -
Structured 1nteract1on procedures spec1fy the act1v1ty wh1ch the

pa1red ch11dren arE'to engage in, whh%e peer pa1r1ng procedures do‘not

‘; B Severa] authors have 1nvest1gated the effects of structured 1nteract1on L

L -

vt1on; '?;1 o T R ?7 S 15:3.15

. t° 9"9393 1" a SPEC1f1ed classroom act1v1ty Wh1ch réqu1res talk1ng and S

“on ch1Tdren S soc1a1 behav1or. Johnson, Goetz, Baer and Green (Note 4)'
'reported that structured 1nteract1on, in the form of‘a ooperat1ve game

'7_ p]azgd in a 1aboratory sett1ng between a~Jow 1nteract1ng pre-schooﬂ

g1r1 and a c1assmate resu]ted in 1ncreased cooperat1ve p1ay betWeen.si

s

day treatment reversa1 phases the ch11d‘s cooperat1ve behav1or ]nfthe )

R
\

c]assroom cont1nued near - 1ntervent1on 1eve1s The f1nd1ngs of Johnson,

*

et a1 are part1cu1ar1y 1nterest1ng s1nce the ch11d s c1assr00m coopera- _ _:’* )

t1ve p]ay represents a genera11zed effect from ther1aboratory rnterven- ’

- -

ti 4),has been s

The procedure descr1bed by dohnson, et al (No

adapted and 1ncorporated Tnto a set of. packaged proce
w1thdrawn ch1%dren in ‘the regu]ar e1ementary school sett1ng (Hops, i

5'
F1e1schman, Gu11d Pa1ne walker, and Greenwood Note 5) 7Th1s adapted

techn1que ca11ed a joint task procedure, 1nvo1ves pa1r1ng 3, W1thdrawn K

ch11d w1th a soc1a11y 1nteract1ve c]assmate and ass1gn1ng the ch11dren

v_nd her peers 1n a c]assroom free t1me sett1ng Durfng a n1ne—.-

'”es for treat1ng .:*}”

turn tak1ng A 11st of act1v1t1es and a descr1pt1on of procedures wh1ch f_‘

teachers can use 1n 1mp1ement1ng the techn1que‘1s prov1ded in the package{

' of the 1arger 1ntervent1on package and found 1t to produce 1mmed1ate

- T O S B e : . -

. and substant1a1 Tncreases in soc1a1 behav1or for a]] w1thdrawn ch11dren :

-’

- s



]

-a]so wa§ repor{//—for severa] ch11drent However,

s

.

to %E?m it was - amplipd. TEV de"ce regarding Carry-over oanncreas*d" X

. soc1a1 behavior to 1mmed,a§e1y subsequent c]ass’ om free-t1me sess1ons

~

ata perta1n1ng to the

ma1ntenance of effects produced by th1s procedure are not ava11ab1e
£ CIear]y, when 1ow 1nteract1ng ch11dren are pa1red w1th norma]]y in- -

'.teract1ng peers, the act1v1t1esfthey become engaged in and the mater1a1s

o R .
*“var1ety of act1v1t1es aufjnater1a1s wh1ch mnght be emp1oyed in conaunc-

"_ft1on w1th peer pa1r1ng arrangements (Bonney, 1971 Qu111teh and’ R1s1ey,

o s1x. A]though no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences appeared between any of the

3 t u1t1es? some ch11dren made substant1aT ga1ns from Some of the events

The se cond study exam1ned the effects of a variety of toys, c]ass1f1ed

' ~as e1thér soc1a14or 1so1ateiron the-1nteract1ve'p1ay behav1or of norma]

';When g1ven soc1a1 toys Thus, the ro]es of act1V1t1es and mater1a1s 1n

2
(

It appears that the contro] of sett1ng ‘events can be a h1gh1y .

usefu] strategy for 1ncreas1ng both soc1a1 acceptance and 1nteract1on lf

- frequenc1es, espec1a11y when attent1on is g1ven by teachers to (1) the-

'act1v1t1es and mater1a1s prov1ded for the ch11dren and (2) the reciproA

'l_'they become 1nvo1ved w1th w111 in 1arge part determ1ne the amount oF1nter- -
<act1on wh1ch subsequent]y takes p1ace when adult super11s1on is. removed . g_ '

~Accord1ng1y, at- 1east two stud1es have been carr1ed out to eva]gate a }“‘ L

4,

"1973) The former eva]uated the effects of 17 soc1a11z1ng exper1ences on E'

‘ffthe soc1ometr1c status of 1ow acceptance ch11dren in grades three through g

[‘peer~pa1r1ng parad1gms seem to be cr1t1ca1 : o : 'f ' . o 5

c~

M
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v Ba-sic heinforcement' ‘ﬁrocedures--

' \ g 7
-' : - T 2
Yet sett1ng event 1ntervent1ons wou]d not appear to be as powerful as
those compr1sed of coﬁéeduent éiénfs and any ma1ntenawce g ects’ o

_ achieved through the control.of sett1ng events may be short Tived.. |
Th1s proposal has 1ed at ]east two authors (t111y,_1971 Rucket and h ;,;'

X 3 S

e V1ncenzo, 197U) to argue for 1mp1ementat1on of antecedent 1ntervent1ons

.‘r

Qn a 1onger term and/or more cont1nuous bas1s One a1ternat1ve to th1s
suggest1on 1s to fade the potency and schedule of the 1n1t1a1 1nter-'
vent1on to the po1nt Where the ch1]d s behav1or 1s under the contro1 of .

natura11y occurr1ng st1muTus in hls/her env1ronment'“'A second a]terna- .

Y .
t1ve 1s to start with a more powerful consequentz1ntervent1on 1n1t1a]1y.-7
e ?3‘57" o Consequent Interyentions__ .

Consequent 1ntervent1ons “for the remed1at1on of 1ow levels of'%oc1a]

those emp]oy1ng bas1c re1nforcement procedures on]y, and those 1nvo]v1ng

more complex token re1nforcement systems

~\

' Bas1c re1nforcement procedures used to 1ncrease the soc1a1 behav1or

)

3_\adu1t pra1se The 1atter of these has been the most extens1ve1y evaluated l

A]len, Hart Bue]] Harr1s, and WOlf (196ﬁ) used teacher attent1on

to produce durab111ty of the effects as 1n61cated by post checks rang

up to four wééks beyond the~term1nat1on of treatment Th1s study was'one;“

-~

Y

o - - .‘
N~



“-the rate of a soc1a1 behav1or may rnf]uence

i .';.

~

PE -

. s
procedure, adu]t attent1on, cou]d be used toj1ncrease soc1ah(1nteract1on

e

;'"1n ch11dren Many s1m11ar stud1es subsequently fo]]owed Hart— w

f-that 1n order to be effect1ve 1n a1tér1ng ch11dren s—soc1a1 Behav1or, .

iattent1on had to be cont1ngen2’on the:ch11d behav1or ,Attent1on Wh1ch

3

_~was not cont1ngent‘was 1neffect1ve 1néa1ter1ng soc1a1 ﬁnteract1on.. No-~ f
'Hreport was made of the mainteﬁ?ﬁce of:treatment e??ects in th?s study. E
More recent]y, Stra1n and W1eger1nk (1975) reported thﬁg teacher atten-,\”*i“

t1on prov1ded an effect1ve 1ntervent1on for the soc1a1 p]ay of two

| 'behav1or d1sordered,boys in a pre sch001 exper1menta%rc1assroom Dur1ng

v;1ncreased marked]y dur1ng 1ntervent1on ?e11 o?$\sharp1y, revea11ng thej;

1o non- durab111ty of the 1n1t1a1 effett. Demonstrat:onssof the effect1ve-};

";ness of adu]t attent1on on ch11d soc1a1 behav1or cont1nue today, more
'than a decade after the f1rst such study was conducted ana“”mportant

'advances cont1nue to occur - One substant1a1 contr1but1on to our under-

: .stand1ng of ch11d soc1a1 behav1or recent?y was made by Harren, Rogers- '

to n1ne pre‘school ch11dren for offer1ngvto share with one another

Share-offers 1ncreased but the percent of offers accepted decreased

By regu]at1ng the offer rates of a ch11d

o”ever; the 1nvest1gators

1ncreased the. acceptance rates by other ch11dren of the ch11d's,q§fers
>y

i
e way in wh4ch other peo-

ple respond to it= Th1s f1nd1ng 1s 1mportant because 1t cha11eng he

~

‘ GJ‘_

R N

’ of the f1rst exper1ments»to demonstrate that an 1nexpens1ve and s1mﬂ1e 1_7'

"Warren and Baer (1976) In1t1a11y, food and adu]t praise were prov1ded-"‘

" No report was made of the ma1ntenance of thqz;effect Thus contr0111ng"'_'



. . - e

o o o ] R
w7 a;esumpti’o’n that more social behavior. necéssarﬁy"is"-'Eétter'.. {ns'tead
R f.' . we shdu]d assume, perhaps, that, moderat1on 1p sotial: 1nteract1on, as

ﬁﬁeﬁned by normat1ve 1eve1s (Walker and Hops, 1976), is better than ‘
’ e1ther soc1a1 excesses or soc1a1 def1c1ts ; - ~.§ |

L;Qf" In summary, the f1nd1ngs regard1ng adu]t attent1on to ch11d soc1a1

3 .- - o o

'behav1or genera]]y are unequ1voca], and the effect1veness of the pro-,' '

"'ﬁ;fcedure-zs well estab}1shed We ahou]d turn>our attent1on now to the

:problems of produc1ng appropr1ate 1eve1s of soc1a1 behav1or (Warren, L

) 'Rogers-warren, and Baer," 1976) and 1ncreas1ng the durab111ty of such
'if‘respond1ng (Baer ana Wolf; 1970) o .1f. :' -

Some var1at1ons of the adu]t attent1on procedure a]so have been
reported One such. mod1f‘tat”on has been-the use of‘1nd1rect cont1n~; :
genc1es to a]ter child soc1a] behav1or Aéuei1 Stoddard Harr1s and '

:;.;Baer (1968) app]1ed teacher soc1a1 re1n?orcement to the use o? outdoor _u
1 play equ1pment by a pre schoo] g1r] w1th motor and soc1a1 def1c1ts 7
'Tﬁe cont1ngency produced an increase 1n the ch11d s use of the equ1p-
ment and co]]atera]]y ]ed to a incr eas in. her soc1a] 1nteract1on w1th
‘fother ch11dren' The extent to wh1ch these- behav1ors ma1nta1ned at the1r'
1ncreased levels after remova] of adult attent1on was not reported |

_ S

. Stram and Tmm (-1974) found that pra1se and phys1ca] -contact d1rectedg

€11

: 'fto e1ther a behav1ora]1y d1Sordered pre-schoo] ch11d or. to h1s peers
'1ncreased the 1nteract1on of both part1es As one might expect the '
party rece1v1ng the cont1ngency did more in1t1at1ng than the other but

it is 1nterest1ng to note that the rec1proca1 nature of the: soc1a]

1nteract1on fac111tated the 1nteract1on of the non- re1nforced .party as
 well, whether that party was the subaect or the pe r These effects

@
vy
i)




X

;" .

| -pre-schoo1 boy.f Gnce h1s level of f1ght1ng had been reduced ‘the boy

AR N ) _
. - - - N . - \- . --_(i

K

S

. a comb1ned direct and 1nd1rect cont1ngency,’P1nkston, Reese,-keB1aqc,

: , ) > ‘
- Were 1ost howéver dur1ng a seven day treatment reversa] per1od in .

and Baer (1973) used adu]t attent1on to other ch11dren - to the y1ct1ms

of phys1ca1 attacks -= to reduce the f1ght1ng of an over]x,aggress1ve

LEN)

rece1ved teacher attent1on for 1ncreased p051t1ve soc1a1 1ntenact1on

-

w1th h1s peers A fo11ow up assessment revea]ed that the boy was con-

N 'tinuing to 1nteract pos1t1ve1y w1th h1s c1assmates one month after N

.‘/

: 5consequences for‘the ch11dren shap1ng procedures m1ght be emp]oyed to s

( W

treatment.v €ons1dered co]]ect1vely, these stud1es offer a f1rm founda-

s t1on for future efforts 1nvo1v1ng 1nd1rect cont1nge 1es of adu1t atten-
o ;

- o

t1on to increase the soc1a1 behav1or of young ch11dren” v'7ji

Adu]t attention a]so has been used SUccessfuT1y to 1ncreasf

» peer sociai Qnteract1on of older and more se vere]y hand1capped chT]dren

L 1
> IS

"than those 1nvolved 1n the stud1es reported ab (Ha]] and Broden, 31

1967; Ramanczyk D1ament Goren Trune]1 and Harr1s, 1975 Hhrtman,

Mercur1o, and CapON1gr1, 1970) However, because 1ts effect on the ;f;i

-

G . .
1 mod1f1cat1ons 1n

Y
M

| soc1a1 behav1or of more severe]y hand1capped ch11dren are 1ess cons1s- e

' tent (F1e1schman Hops, and Street; 'Note 6), sevel

pr ise m1ght"

be pa1red wwth ed1b1e rernforcers to enhance the- va]’e of the sec1ai

N

:

: a]low for more gradual acqu1s1t1on of soc1a1 behav1or and the spec1f1c

19

‘s\:‘ ‘-

“’\.‘

v 8
.

behav1ors targeted m1ght be changed S0 that the goa]s for a- g1ven ch11d {Q‘

: 7are cons1stent w1th h1s/her deve]opmentai 1eve1 Neverthe]ess adu]t

attent1on procedures have been reported to be effett1ve 1n a]terlng

the soc1a1 1nteract1on of these ch11dren as we]] -as that of ch11dren

s T . 1. ‘

~ T T '

o S . . N bty ‘ c
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T o w1th m1]der hand1capp1ng cond1t1ons Further a11 three of: th ese '7‘&-;7
qstud1es (Hal] and Broden, RomancZyk et. a1., Wh1tman 6t a] ) report 3
. b e e S "
: someema1ntenance of: treatment effects fo]]ow1ng ‘the term1nat1on of, .. . .
o i : <. ,»rx_:- i @
ST 1ntervent1on* Add?f 6na1 work 1s Tieeded to 1dent1fy the factors re- O

- . ;f‘ spbnSIbae.fbfxthe deve]opment and ma1ntenance of 1nteract1on 1n§:h11dren

SR .

w1th both-m1]d~and severe defle1ts 1n soc1a1 behav1or. " Seven of the

l k‘-,

e
LY

= - ten stod1es summar1zed here reported the gfe of some fo]]ow-up pr0o
SRL v .. : ae‘x o

——— e — —

« <
- S vt - 3>

- ,"ma1ntenance, thIS ]1ne of research appéars t *be prom1s1ng.\
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SR Token: Re1nfdrcement Systems- :” f_l-‘-_i : L

‘ e A DO NS
A I .|.\4‘ - [N [y \7

if?;;- Token re1n?orcement systems repfésent a somEWhat more comp]ex and

T, L
: .:,. R

;5"; , poten?1a11y more powerful c}ass~of 1ntervent1ons for Tow {evels of ch11d

- . : 1nteract1on than those d1scussed prev1ous1y Based on a sér1es-of

'”2:f,;:resea'ch efforts, Hops and h1s co]leagues (prs Na]ker, anid Greeanpd

1n press, F]e1schman Hops, and Street Note 6 sho*ed that a cont1ngency

RIS \
»

"‘j} and reinfbrcer exchangee In th1s cont1ngeney, po1nts are awarded on]y

po1nts are*éiéhanééd are shared by the ch11d ‘With h1s/her ent1re peer
1‘-‘-.:. ,{ - . - 't

[N

\ B L e O ‘- e

walker, Greenwood Hops, and- Todd (Note 7)4éxp]ored the-effects of -

R A o
SRR token-based cont1 nge cy’arrangements on the topograph1c components of I
) . soc1a1 ﬁnteract1on L- initiatiné interaétions, respond1ng to th" 2

[=e
]
My
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‘ initiations- of others, and cont1nu1ng on-going 1nteract1ons —When ‘

pr1mary grade schoo] ch11dren were re1nforced e1ther for 1n1t1at1ng ;

v

1nteractions or for respond1ng to the. 1n1t1at1ons of others, their over-

a]] 1evels of 1nteract1on decreas ed. However, both re1nfbfcement for:
tion produced substant1a] 1ncreases in chlldren S 1nteract1ve behayior
Data perta1n1ng to the ma1ntenance of these. 1ncreases were not reported;'
It is poss1b]e that start1ng and answering are “momentary" behav1ors,
If this is so,. it is further poss1b1e that reinforcementtof‘momentary

: :'ésp*o'"s*s while ‘increas;iné r’éspaﬁsg FaEé;, 1ﬁﬁis.i-t’s aﬁ’r'ati'a’nai respon-

.

d1ng, thus suppress1ng the percent of t1me the subJect spends 1nteract1ng

‘In eva]uat1ng the effects of any 1ntervent1on, the face ”a11d1ty of the -

dependent variab]e and 1ts sens1t1v1ty to the part1cu1ar treatment which

cussed this issu é with- reSpect to. 1ntervent1ons for socially w1thdrawn

children

~ Token; verbal, and contro] procedures were compared for the1r '
effects in 1ncreas1ng “approach" behav1ors of withdrawn 8—year-o]d boys
in a c]1n1ca1 sett1ng (Clement and M11ne, 1967) Gh11dren who rece1ved
tokens for social behav1or in a p]ay group showed a substant1a1 anrease

1n‘approach responses Ch11dren who rece1vedron1y verba]]y-based

e

1ntervent1ons showed sma11er 1ncreases, and those who took part in a
control play: group w1thout d1rect 1ntervent1on showed no changes " No

,ma1ntenance data for any of the 1ntervent1on apprOaches were reported.
. . ’ - : - ; , : .

..»-:;:} ' . 7 : : 7' - R ‘
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: 1s app11ed are. cr1t1ca1 H0ps walker, and Greenwood (1n press) d1s-.‘ ;,"
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App11cat1ons other than those‘reported here of tok%n re1nforcement

<~

procedures to prob]ems of soc1a1 1nteract1on have been made 1n comb1na--;f

4
"

t1on w1th other 1ntervent1on components and w111 be summar1zed 1n “the -

,hext sect1on of this '1ew.E‘The stud1es pr esented here suggest that*”{fﬁ

token re1nforcement systems when used a]one can prov1de an effect1ve

.- ~ - e

approach to 1ncreas1ng 1nteract1on 1n soc1a]1y w1thdrawn ch11dren. Aé‘

However, much work rema1ns to be done 1n eva]uat1ng the ma1ntenance~of

-
,-\

tfeatment effects produced by token based 1ntervent1ons R

By ‘.
. . . v

) ;e_émsi’fn_eai i\n’tece’dent and ea'nséaaén‘t,intéfVéhtiahs' RS

R ‘ o -
: Some attempts to remed1ate the 1ow }evels of 1nteract1on of SOC1a11y

’pr1mary components Such efforts 1nc1ude symbo]ﬁc mode11ng p]us re1n- N

forcement procedures, 1nstruct1ons prompt1ng, or - ]1ve mode]1ng p]us

re1nforcement procedures, soc1a1 tutor1ng parad1gms, and verba] corres—'

LR -

-
- -

pondence approaches.

Svmbo11e Mode11@g P]us Re1nforcement | ) k f?; __~§;

St

<

Severa] stad1es have exam1ned f11med mode11ng and re1nforcement

procedures a]one and.an comb1n t?"n to determ1ne the contr1but1ons of
,.S, :

the 1nd1v1dua1 components to the effect1veness of. the overa11 package.-
The resu]ts of these efforts are m1xed 0 Connor (1972) c0mpargﬁithe

re1at1ve effect1veness of symbo]1cﬁnode11ng and" operant shap1ng proce-

/. .

dures for 1ncreas1ng peer 1nteract1on frequenc1es of soc1a11y 1so1ated

nursery school ch11dren The f11m descr1bed prev1ous]y (O Connor, 1969)

- U . 17

was found effective in»bring1ng the 1nteract1on of 1so1ated children up
‘ - : . : J" - N ; .

1so]ated/w1thdrawn ch11dren have 1nc1uded both antecedent and consequent 500



~—
ks

“?é'to the level of non-1so]ated ch11dren in the same class Shap1ng

: \
,,,,,,

\

i -"ach1eved with the f1]m. Moreover, the outcomes of procedures wh1ch \ -

v .-

t 1nc1uded a f11med mode11ng component were more pers1stent than those

vvi_zwh1ch d1d not F1nd1ngs s1m11ar to those of 0' Connor have been reported

iiby Evers and Schwarz (1973) The 1atter study used symbo]1c mode]1ng

';f;gp HAY falone and ’ l1ng plus teacher pra1se for peer 1nteract1on to 1ncrease E

‘thé soc}al‘behaV1or of 1so]ated and w1thdrawn nursery $chool. ch11dren.
Both the mode11ng and the mode11ng plus pra1se groups showed 1mprovement'
in soc1a1 1nteract1on but pra1se dmd not appear to add anyth1ng to the.

effects of mode]1ng alone. At a four week fo]lowJLp.a se S' ’t— a11 :

I
.rb <

"'?'i‘subJects had ma1nta1ned or 1mproved upon the1r post test 1nteract1on

-
R

,<Jeve1s o -'- o .,_f} ;

R Wa1ker and Hops (1973) conducted a series of stud1es in wh1ch
pr1mary schoo] ch11dren were exposed to -one of three re1nforcement con-?
t1ngenc1es w1th or w1thout f1rst hav1ng been shown th ﬁfﬁ nnor (1969) |
~Film. In exper1ment I,0' Connor s film was’ shown to the subJect, after

' wh1ch po1nts were awarded to the subaect for each 1nteract1on resu1t1ng
from 1n1t1at1ons made to her by one of the ch11dren in her ‘peer group

_ In exper1ment II the ch11d's peer group was shown the 0 Connor f11m, '
after wh1ch they were ab]e to earn po1nts as a group. For - each 1nteract1on

- resu1t1ng from 1n1t1at1ons made to any one of. t hem by the subJect:.;I ¥
exper1ment III both the subaect and her peer group were shown the

0 Connor f11m, then two separate cont1ngenc1es were 1nst1tuted In one;

cont1ngency, the subJect earned po1nts for 1n1t1at1ons made by peers,

< -

o
Yag
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__'as'?n‘eiper?ment I In the other, peers earned po1nts as aagéaup>?65.47

©

l’initiations“made to any one of them by the subsect, as in exper1ment II._

The fu]f11]ment of both contxngenc1es allowed each party to exchange

'the1r po1nts for. back-up re1nforcers In each of these exper1ments,

- the cunb1ned symbo]1c mode11ng and re1nforcement procedures substan-ii a

£ .

-"'::i't1a11y 1ncreased the’ soc1a1 mteract‘ron frequency of . the: W1thd"3W"

subaeet Moreover, in. each exper1ment, 1nteraction 1eve1s ma1nta1ned

,re1nforcement 1ntervent1ons are not w1thout d1spar1ty Wa]ker, Hops,_-‘f

Greenwood and Todd (Note 1) pa1red symboT1c mode11ng W1th 1nd1V1dua1

"of s1x soc1a]1y w1thdrawn ch11dren in a pub11c schoo] exper1menta1

‘1c1assroom. Symbo]1c mode11ng had no effect The 1nd1v1dua]‘and group?,

‘ueont1ngene1es were found to be equally effect1ve in br1ng1ng about =

-

agreater peer 1nvo]vement of the subaeets Further, fb]]ow-up observa-;;,

. tnons conducted,at three and Six’ months after the ch11dren had been'

j-returned to ‘their regular cTasses revea]ed cont1nued 1nteract1on by the .

ch11dren. Clear]y, th1s f1nd1ng is in d1rect contrad1ct1on to those of

o' conior (1972) and fvers and Schwarz (1973). .

'ﬁddﬁtional research is needed to clarify the réiativé contrfbutionsl

of fodeling and re1nforcement components to treatment packages 1nvo1v1ng

' both e]ements and to determ1ne whether comb1ned treatments have more to -

~

offer. than do s1ng]e component 1ntervent1ons._ Ma1ntenance effects )

' achleved in a11 four of the'stud1es summar1zed here suggest that they do,

and support from peers, as ‘conceptualized in the Baer and Wolf (1976)} '

.
-

.ND
u(j‘



entrapment hypothes1s (exp1a1ned below), is gener‘T1y offered‘as—the
L o
. reason why B '

o

Instruct1on, Prompt1ng, L1ve Mode11ng, and RETnforCEHEﬂﬂ; .j f

.d - comb1nat1on W1th symb011c mode11ng to 1ncrease the 1nteract1ve behav1or f
. }. " of 1so]ated/w1thdrawn chJ}dren even more have used reinforcement, ing f";'
- hﬁ:'t. conjunct1on w1th 1nstruct1ons, prompt1ng, or 11ve mode11ng prqcedures.'
o Baer and;Ho]f (1970) used teacher prompt1ng and pra1se to 1ncrease
 the soc1a1 1nteract1on of a 1ow 1nteract1on pre schoo] boy. W}th1n a
. " {. réversa] des1gn, the authors a]ternated 1ntervent1on and base]1ne phaSés.
| and obta1ned,a cumulat1ve ma1ntenance effect dur1ng reversa] subsequent |
to each treatment phase. That 1s dur1ng each reversal phase, the ch1]dﬁ
- 1nteracted at a h1gher 1eve1‘than he had dur1ng any prev1ous reversa1
phase Fo]]ow1ng the th1rd treatment phase’ the boy s soc1a] behav1or
~in reversa1 rema1ned at 1ntervent1on 1eve]s -'Baer and Wolf offered an

“'éxp1ahatiah for th1s ma1ntenance effect Wh1ch they caJ]ed the “trapp1ng :

:" hypothes1sf Briefly, entrapment assumes that w1th1n~any group’ of-_'ﬁ’;

persons, there is an on-go1ng, natura]ly occurr1ng soc1a1 env1ronmentf'; ’

capab]e of ma1nta1n1ng the 1nteract1ve behanor of any group member 1n‘ﬂ

the absence of externa] ma1ntenance-produc1ng factors ‘ In Baer and J‘
w01f s pre-schoo] c]assroom, the 1nteract1ve behav1or of the ch11drena

comprmsed the-soc1a1'env1ronment In order to become 1nv01ved in th1s

’ env1ronment the ]ow 1nteract1ng ch1]d had on]y to gaﬂn entry 1nto 1t..

' ch11dren wou]d ma1nta1n h1s 1nv01vemen§ The authors pos1ted that the

2
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teacher prompt1ng and pra1se techn1que a]lowed the ch11d to ga1n entry

1nto the soc1a1 enV1ronment, and that his peers ma1nta1ned h1s 1nvo]ve-‘

. ment’ 1n 1t ¢

o Other researchers have subscr1bed w1de1y to Baer and WOlf s (1979)):i

<

' entrapment hypothes1s since it first was offered.(Cooke and Apo]Ton1,,
1976 Johnson, Goetz, Baer, and Green, Note 4 Walker and Hops, 1973
Walker, Hops, Greenwood and Todd Note 1), desp1te the fact that the

o study upon which the hypothes1s Was” pos1ted 1nvo]ved on]y one subaect
To- date, no systemat1c effort has been made to rep11cate the entrapment ;;:
effect, to expand its app11cab111ty to other treatment p0pu1at1ons, o
; jtarget behav1ors, or 1ntervent1on procedures, or to determine 1n more ?
_deta11 how, why, or under what c1rcumstances the' effect can be. obta1ned -
“'~The research presented in a subsequent sect1on of th]S report represents:
an attempt to answer some of these quest1ons. _"_ |
Stra1n, Shores and Kerr (1976) a]so used a teacher prompt1ng and -
:‘pra1se rout1ne __Three behav1ora11y hand1capped pre-schoolrboys-showed ;
f}1ncreases in pos1t1ve soc1a1 behav1or and decreases in. negat1ve social :
7 :;.behav1or when g1ven teacher prompttng and pra1se for appropr1ate peer-.
'ui/jf-1nteract1ons The procedures also produced treatment “sp111 over" Efﬁ:“
? rfects for other ch11dren in the c]ass 0bservat1ons dur1ng treatment f»ft

r.

LR reversa] cond1t1ons prov1ded 11m1ted eV1dence to support ma1ntenance of

these ef ects

t 38

At 1east two stud1es have used a var1ety of antecedent and consequent
'1ntenyent1on proced Y The f1rst (K1rby and Toler, 1970) attempted to

1ncrease the- soc1a1 1nteract1on of a 10w 1nteract1ng pre schoo] boy by

’ .

ML
0,
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Instruct1ons, ro]e p]ay1ng, andera1se, candy, and monetary re1nforcers ;gh
:-were used to déve1op th1s 1n1t1at1on response and were effect1ve in

:-1ncreas1ng the boy s overa]1 1nteract1on w1th his: peers ' The 1ssue of .;'

;l‘.g _'hand1capped ch11dren.1n an exper1menta1 c]assroom sett1ng* Increases 15‘
all four behav1ors for ail four ch11dren were produced us1ng a comb1na;
tion of 1nstruct1ons, 11ve mode11ng, and pra1se A fo]]ow-up assessment '
conducted after fourrweeks showed the treatment effects to be durable.

' '; Instruct1ons, prompt1ng, and]or 11ve mode]ing procedures have been -
~used in combiﬁat1on with' re1nforcement pgocedures 1n non- schoo] sett1ngs
to 1ncrease soc1a1 behav1or in o]der and/or more severe]y hand1capped

persons than those 1nvo]ved in stud1es rev1EWed prev1ous1y Bornstemn,'p '

‘”‘\

' mode11ng, behav1ora1 rehearsa], and feedback was effect1ve 1n 1ncreas1ng
: eye contact vo1ce vo]ume, and Just1f1ed mand1ng of four unassert1ve i

) ch11dren between the ages of e1ght and e]even years

',.ma1nta1ned as ass ed dur1ng two and four week fo]]ow-up probes,h “%.j
'Hepk1ns (1968) ]ncreased sm111ng behav1or with. two menta]]y retarded boys

| ;usiﬁg iﬁgifu5f1aﬁ§, éaﬁay, -and soc1a1 re1nforcenent .Bur1ng an extens1ve é

"'_follow-up per1od one boy showed ma1ntenance of Smfl1ng behav10r w1thout'

further 1ntervent1on For the other boy, ma1ntenance was ach1e¥ed when - .

- 'the scheduﬂe of candy re1nforcement gradual]y was reduced Stokes Baer;‘

: d ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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four se’e ]y menta]]y retarded youthsr1n an‘T’st1tut1ona1 sett1ng

-Bata regard1ng the malntenance of th1s soc1a]~response Were not re~,sw~l L

'operant teach1ng procedures pr1mar1Ty prompt1ng and re1nforcement

'41- A

T :3" 'techn1ques to 1ncrease pro soc1a1 respond1ng such as 1anguage and ap-l,i«fﬁ

;[4tna1 treatment Drogram.l Eh1]dren who were ﬁeturned to. the r natura] 'fff

3.-homes after the1r parents had been tra1ned to carry out th effeet1vé :9£ff

S teach1ng procedures showed cont1nued progress at 1nterva1s ra hging from_ o

> 4

'one to four years after 1n1t1a1 treatment Ch11dren Who were p]aced on'

- an 1nst1tut1ona1 ward revealed severe regress1on in pro- soc1a1 behavlors. “

In summary, the treatment approach of us1ng re1nforcement in con-;

-

'3unct1on w1th 1nstruct1ons, prompt1ng and/or i1ve mode]1ng seemS'to bef'

. re11ab1y eff*ct1ve for 1ncrea51ng the soc1a1 sk11]s of a var1ety of

:iﬁ't.‘.._:‘

fchi]dren and youth Further, many of the stud1es found 1n the 11tera-ﬂ:f<'

e  ture report that SOC1a1 respond1ng pers1sted after these 1ntervent1on SN

-"procedures were term1nated Genera]]y, naturally occurr1ng re1nforcement

g

:_efforts are: used to exp1a1n th]S cont1nued 1dtéract10n. However, Hopk1ng
.has caut1oned that when dealing w1th soc1a1 behav1or, the naturally ' _
occurring re1nforcers wh1ch'can ma1nta1n neulyracqu1red responses a]so T
_can:ma1nta1n undes:reab]e, non- soc1a1 behav1or Thus, it appears .

' necessary to 1ntervene 1n the natura] env1ronment to make ava11ab1e S0-

4 c1a1 consequences contingent oh appropr1ate soc1a1 behav1or.: After ef§f3jf
' ‘xthat the entrapment effect cou]d occur natura11y St111 little IS'f

known,about the cond1t1ons wh1ch re11ab1y produce endur1ng treatmenti_-l

e effects and ]attle has been done in the. way of 1ong term eva1uat1on of
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;TA ma1ntenance. These ar s hou]d form the bas1s for future research

1

"1nto the effects of comb1ned 1ntervent1on approaches such as those

'-“Soc1a1 Tutor1ng (poach1ng)

{fﬁ < ;;f Sewerai authors haye :nvest1gated‘the effects of soc1a1 tutor1ng'ﬂ
RS it I 2 o
R & or coach:ng procedures, on ch11dren s~soc1a1 behav1or at schoo] For_

‘»E purposes of th1s rev1ew, the terms “soc1a1 tutor1ng" and “coaching“_ ;

~,-.wﬂ] be usedﬁ1nterchangeab1y Soc1a1 tutor1ng refers toﬁa mu1t1- o

f”:_cempenent-procedure 1n wh1ch an. attempt 1s made to teach ch11dren con—

- cepts of appropr1ate soc1a1 1nteract1on w1th thE1r peers An opportun1ty -

ERRS "5-'to pract1ce the correspondwng 1nteract19e sk111s W1th other ch11dren

| ':then is prov1ded fo]]owed by feedback from the tutor based on the

LA Fen

Rt ch11d S performance in. the pract1ce sess1on. Most frequently, the con— L
.cepts taught in tutor1ﬁ§'efforts havemancluded part1c1pat1ng, cooperat1ng,

' ;commun1cat1ng, and va11dat1ng/support1ng Correspond1ng skllls wh1ch

<.

'§ 'hAthe chf]d wou]d pract1ce and upon wh1ch she/he wou]d rece1ve feedback

':;= ';3{_ miéht include Jo1n1ng other ch11dren<for a game at recess (part1c1pat1ng),

- e~

. jiy{f"f'worklng together’ WTth one or more other ch1ldren on ar commen task €coop- L

N

;~.'érat1ng), ta1k1ng to other ch11dren (commun1cat1ng) and 1end1hg atten-.

e r7t1on he]p, or encouragement ‘to another ch11d (va11dat1ng/support1ng)

s R

rature have been
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'ett1ngs wfth "soc1 1 y f oTated" ch11dren

'l?f*between peer acceptance scores_ as der1ved from soc1ometr1c assessment

, and peer 1nteract1on Teve]s as 1nd1ca;ed by d1rect observat1on, for a




group of iisbﬂead Start ch11dren Accord1ng “to Gottman,i"These two

measures of (SDC1a1 nonb1nvolvement) do. not tap the same d1mens1on

Y

g

ing) 1ntervent1ons have been ne1ther accepted nor reJected but rather

P
7 i

SO ?qu-.~ 1gnored by the1r peers on soc1ometr1c assessments Frequently in’ these o

stud1es, peer 1nteract1on data have‘not been repdrted .i*:; Sl f. i

a555”5lf7-‘j' Oden and Asher (1977) compared coachmng w1th peer pa1r1ng and con-, -

R -v; measures of ch11dren s 1nteract1on frequenc1es showed ga1ns i part1c1-
o
pat1on for both groups However, soc1ometr1c measures of-peer acceptance

S . revea]ed s1gn1f1cant changes favor1ng the soc1a1 tutor1ng procedures only.

In a one-year fo]]ow-up assessment, ch11dren who had rece1ved soc1a1 tu-_"

r—

/
tor1ng a year ear11er cont1nued to- 1mprov

Hn'peer acceptance scor er--

from the p]ay soc1ometr1c

Hyme] and,Asher (Note 8) compared an 1nd1v1dua112ed soc1ai tutor1ng;“”

v

D parad1gm w1th standard1zed tutor1ng and peer pa1r1ng procedures -The ;

il .

}nd1v1dua]1zed format 1nvo]ved tutor1ng d1rected‘at spec1fac 1nteract1on”-id

def1c1ts observed for each ch11d in th1s group No d1fferénces were

found between any of the groups on e:ther oBservat1ona1 or soc1ometr1c

”

o 1{'; : meaSures The lack of d1fferences 1n observat1ona] data conf1rms the'.

. ;'i" outcomes of prev1ous1y reported soc1a1 tutor1ng stud1es *The & sence o?:v,

,;'; ports; Desp1te the absence of a treatment effect Hyme] and Asher con- o
ducted a seven month follow-up assessment and noted that ne1ther ch11d-

in teract1on frequenc1es hor soc1ometr1c statuses h&ﬁ changed

."
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1

A var1ation of the stanﬂard1zed social tutor1ng procedure was eval- .

'flﬁuated by Gottman Gonso, and ShuTer (1976) The study empToyed v1deotape,

e

C roTe pTay1ng, and coach1ng procedures to teach the skiTT o 1n1t1at1ng, B

'~,,'__fr1endsh1p-mak1ng, and referent1a1 conmun1cation w1th two th1rd-grade 7

-

"1solated chJTdren The treated subJects changed (one s1gn1f1cant1y, one_-'
f:_ non-sign1ficant1y) in soc1ometr1c pos1t1on between a pre-1ntervent1on a

" assessment’ and one - conducted n1ne weeks following 1ntervent1on They
'"igaTso changed 1n d1str1but1on of peer contacts, bt fiot in over 1 ? e*
;4:quency of’peer 1nteract1ons 'Control ch1Tdren d1d not change on any of g

f‘these measures The f1nd1ng of Gottman Gonso, and ShuTer tends to con-"

Tl

.f' flrm.results obta1ned by Oden and Asher §1977) -- that soc1a1 tutor1ng

J— N . Li,,

. .sll.' - .,0 ”c -
) -“soc1ometr1c measures

ATthough soc1a1 tutor1ng procédures have much to recommend them,
'*‘they have T1ttTe convincing data -to support them Ava1TabTe soc1ometr1c fw
"data speak weT] for the tutoring parad1gm However, soc1ometr1c data |

ref]ect verba] behav1or -- what ch11dren __x_they woqu‘do 1n—a g1ven

B s1tuat1on They 1nab111ty of tutoring procedures to 1mpact on ch1Tdren s;.

:actuaT pTay behav1or, as represented by the1r 1nteract1on ?requenc1es,

ﬁ'severeTy T1m1ts 1ts appT1cab1T1ty for ch1]dren w1th Tow Teve]s of peer
‘1nvo1vement Further, ex1st1ng soc1aT tutor1ng stud1es have treated too

' 11ght1y the issue o? behav1oraT ma1ntenance Until ftféan be shown that_' |
soc1a1 tutor1ng procedures 1ncrease ch11dren S 1nteract1ve.behaV1or; and“."

S

'v,;that sich behav1or pers1sts after 1ntervent1on has been term1nated vii‘

4c;tutor1ng used s1ng]y cannot be recommended as an effectlye procedure “for

1ncreas1ng the . peer 1nvolvement of soc1aTT!ff’ *”ted/w1thdrawn ch1Tdren
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ﬁave brought -
important responses under the contr01 of st1mu11 externa1 to the ch11d

such as‘phys1ca1 surrounH1ngs, the presence of other ch11dren, or 1n- '

'struct1ons frem other"du]ts In verba] correspondence, ch11dren s

: the ch1]d e. g 5 se1f-generated verba1 responses Basica11y, th1s tech- -

n1que 1nvo]ves re1nforc1ng a ch11d s verba] reports which: accurate]y

s ref]ect h1s/her non- verba] behav1or In. a short t1me, the 1nd1v1dua] s .

- b e e,

,,,,,

'non—verbal behav1or can: come nder- the contro] of h1slher Verba1 respons-

.:es. Sevena1 authors have used this parad1gm to enhance soc1a]¥y re]e--

. vant behav1ors in young ch11dren

R1s]ey and Hart (1968) used a verba] correspondence procedure to

1ncrease the use .of spec1f1c p1ay mater1a1s by d1sadvantaged pre-school

'ch11dren Ch11dren 1n one group were re1nforced w1th snacks for verba]

"T_reports of toy use congruent W1th the1r actua] use After exposure to

o th1s procedure across a ser1es .of, p]ay mater1a1s re1nforcement for re-

'ported use of the mater1a1s was suff1c1ent to’ maintaln chi]dren s actua1

- ;p]ay"behav1orf Succlnctly stated, '"say1ng" came to contro] "do1ng" W1thl¢

a second group of qhgldren exposed to the same procedures, reports de-.

B creased to correspond w1th actua] materia] usage frequencles Apparent]y,4:

'1n order to mainta1h ch11dren s performances,of the non verba] components

;1n the format, the1r verba] reports wou]d have to coutlnue at h1gh~ﬂevels

& . -
? . l
T S

)
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;1mportant area thus Would seem to be an eff1c1ent means of programm1ng
v_been supported by others Israe1 and B’Eeary (1973) app11ed corres- T
: Re1nforcement for verba] behav1or a1one WaS°

icorrespondence, as def1ned by 1ncreases 15 both verba] and non-verbaI

.‘behav1or. Re1nforcement wh1ch was cont1ngent on both verbaT and non-

: hav1ng pr1or verba] tra1n1ng and

ﬁ_1n th1s study

'the)ma1ntenance of that behaV1or. The f1nd1ngs of R1s1ey and Hart h V

r'&’#@f":'

pondence procedures to the free -play behav1or of~ 16 Head Start ch11dren

1nsuff1c1ent to produce

»«

- Y .'i;"’

_exper1ence No ma1ntenance of these effects-was reported In a subse-f.

. quent 1nvest1gat1on w1th -two’ greups of norma] four-year-o]d ch11dren

-e

~'-1n a Head Start program, Israe1 and Brown (1977) Founﬂ no drfferences in

effEct1veness between corresponﬂe:ce tra1n1ng conducted w1th ch11dreu

S

/‘—I.H

hat carr1ed out W1th ch11dren ha

.. no such tra1n1ng h1story.‘ Re1nforcement on1y for reports of p1ay mater1a1

usage, regard]ess of actua] p]ay behav1or (a component of a11 preV1ous

~4.‘~'.7

=

: research on verba] correspondence) may be- unnecessary to the deve]opm

.q(.

N of correSpondence. No ma1ntenance of corregpondence effects was reported

':chIJd soc1a1 behav1ors other than toy use. and free—pﬂay Rogers Harrena

and Baer (1976) comb1ned correspondence and 11ve mode11ng to teach‘sharﬂng

i

{'.and.peer pra1s1ng to norma1 pre-sch001 ch1]dr9n. Re1nforcement for any

‘reports (true or. untrue) of these. behav1ors 1ncr ase d on]y report1ng.

» i .
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"BéﬁaViaig Sharing behav1ors shohed some genera]1ty to a second sett1ng,_f;

-

' Limited ma1ntenance of shar1ng and pra1s1ng responses occurred dur1ng o

. treatment reversa] phases, but’ the durab111ty 1ssue was not d1Scussed

_‘Ey the authors Rogers-warren, Harren, and Baer (1977) conducted a: :;g.ﬂ B

5
.shar1ng behaV1or of eight norma] four-year-o]d ch11dren in a daycare

RY
?.

- program. Mode11ng of shar1ng a]one and in comb1nat10n w1th re1nforcement

_for'modelled reports of shar1ng, se]f—reporting, re1nforcement for any -

1ng were evaluated.‘ 0n1y the last of these components - re1nforcement o
':.for accurate report§ of shar1ng -5£produced h1gh leve]s of report1ng

X ;"_and sharing For 2all’ subJects Ma1ntenance was not evaluated Th1s -

‘ f1nd1ng is congruent with that rfported by Israe1 and Brown (1977) :
A
The verbal correSpondence parad1gm ho]ds cons1derab1e prom1se as a .-

-k

R cost-eff1c1ent method for making progress- W1th a var1et ‘of social .
_behav1ors 1n young ch11dren Future researcp in th1s anea shou]d focus

_on the. extensaon of the procedures to other target behav1ors and subJect

T%*f:‘ S ,populattons and onwthe maintenarice of . behav1or wh1ch has Been 1ncreased
- o A""‘Jy)‘- - B * .

7ithrougﬁ’correspondence tra1n1ng-
Lo Limitations of Researc2 on the Remed1at1on of-
S Soc1a1 Iso]at1oniw1thdra al* in Schoo]—age Ch11dren

stud1es represent tremendous advances in our ab111ty to 1nérease peer

- 1nvo]vement for ]ow’1nteract1ng ch1]dren Yet, the state of the tech—

. - . o ; ,.,' . L - . : -




ithe d1reCt1on‘fOr future research EECE - ';

-

1. Many of the’ stud1es conducted to date have’ 1nvolved very smal]

'JnumBérs of subJects, some on1y one ch11d Although N=1 stud1es repre- B
' sent 1mportant contr1but1ons to the 11terature, rep11tat1ons of these
*stud1es are needed to ver1fy that the procedure descr1bed can be used '

sef?ect1ve1y with otﬁer ch11dren, by other 1ntervent1on agents and 1n

.O.

;other-sett1ngs- The more rep11cat1ons of a g1ven treatment effect fhat {

can be?ocumented the greater our. conﬁdence An. the program can be.

-é. The outcomes from 1nvest1gat1ons of a g1ven procedure are not

ia]ways con51stent w1th one another.? Research is needed wh1ch de]1neates 7;;
the cond1t1ons under wh1ch a g1ven procedure can be expected to be e?ﬁec-

5*"

t1Vé " At the same t1me, related research- could be conducted on mod1f1ca-?i

~tions of the procedure wh1ch would allow 1ts extenSIon to other popu]a- fl;

;ﬂ

3t1ng behav1ora1 ma1ntenance.. Fo]]ow-up monttor1ng wh1ch has been -

1nformat1on to eva]uate ma1ntenance effect1ve1y,sor has ot cont1nued
'iE]ong enough to permtt‘assessment of the 1ong term durab111ty of treatment
?'effects Malntenance e a]uat1on schedu]es are needed wh1ch pr0v1de:;7
1nformatnon in frequent 1ntervals of severa] days each and Wh1ch con-:
: 't1nue ?or severa] months . If through such eva1uatTons, 1n1t1a1 treat-'
»ﬁment effects‘are found not to pers1st strateg1es need to be 1mp1emented i
.;'; ijﬁto fac1]1tate ma1ntenance. It 1s th1s prob]em wh1ch prov1des the topxc

. L , - e E
»for the second maJor sect1on of th1s review. -7 PR

RIS




Malntenance of Soc;aleinteraction in. eh11dren

/ The maIntenance of.preV1ous1y estab11shed soc1a1 behaV1or 1n

;yeung CH11drEn wi11 be d1scussed rn this sect1on F1rst ma1ntenance

Will be def1ned conceptua11zed, and Just1f1ed Next, some ways 1n :;;’*]

"wh1ch ma1nténance can be t”d éﬁ ana evaluatea w111 be exam1ned

F‘“a1]y’ severa] means By wh1ch ma1ntenance can be programmed de11bera-5"

\

;te]y when it does rot occur natura11y will be reV1ewed

L aéé%n%n’cj ana."éoﬁeeotuai'iz‘ing-Ma%n?cejrjainee SR

Baer, Wo]f and Risiey (1968) d1scussed severa] Features wh1ch

' j}fcharacter1ze the d1sc1p11ne of app11ed behaV1or ana]ys1s Among them 1s t 3

the genera11ty ef behav1or change Accordlng to these authors {p.. 96),_4:-'

i genera]1ty may take any of three Forms In1tia1 treatment eff*cts may:,

Z’.

‘ 4ﬂ'of poss1b1e env1ronments" (st1mu1us genera11zat1on), or may "spread to SRS

“a wide var1ety of re1ated behav1ors" (response genera11zat1on) It 1sk

Y

“the f1rst Of these poss1b111t1es w1th thcr we W1]1 be most concerned | ';

Lo in this reDOPt Conway and Bucher1(l976

ey

ned ma1ntenance 1n terms_ 3

of the res15tance 0f.behav1or change.tO.EXt1nct10n Whe" 1ntervent1°n. o




of treatment effects. IS - ' ,a

- been programmed;d

o Abe Judged in terms of (1) the amouat of t1me wh1ch has passed s1nce

'):1‘ i | 33.'

;serv1ces._ For the c11ent s ]ong -term bensf1t, 1ntervent1on1sts shou]d
_do eyeryth1ng poss1b1e to max1m1ze the 1mpact -of serV1ces de11vered

2;"Eost cons1derat1ons -- From a. cost= benef1t standpo1nt the -

_benef1t of an 1ntervent1on wou]d compare most favorab]y W1th 1ts costs f;

,,,,,,

' ';ma1ntenance of the effect can- be fac111tated

: § Sc1ent1f1c cons1derat1ons == As stated by'Baer, Wolf and

5R1s1ey (1968), a comprehens1ve techno]ogy of behav1or change must 1nc1ude :

am;the ma1ntenance_ _

” B

kS
For these and other reasons, profess1ona1s cannot afford to 1gnore :

,':..

| duest1ons surround1ng behav1ora] durab111ty To summar1ze the state of

knowTedge concern1ng behaviéral ma1ntenance, the rema1nder of th1s_reV1ew.,

Wil deal. w1th reports appear1ng in the profess1ona1‘]1terature of ways

4 : ‘*'4,.

'1n wh1ch ma1ntenance has been evaluated and strateg1es by wh1ch it has 

; ¢
K .

':}:the treated 1nd1vwdﬂéﬁ 15

respond1ng anywhere between pre- test and ppst-testzlevels dur1ng fo]Tow-

up assessment However, the 1mportance qf the maTntenance f1nd1ng must

»
A

tt,'

post test assessment, (2) the amount of data ava1]pb1e in Fo]]ow up,




‘(3) the current 1eve] of respond1n: of the 1nd1v1dua1 and (4) the

trend of the fo]]ow-up data If th” fo1]ow-up 1s conducted more than a

ﬁ few days after the post test, 1f 1t 1nc1ude; more than,a s1ngle me s re-
‘ment, if the level of respond1ng has not fa]]en of f too sharpTy s1nce |

"_1ntervent1on, and 1f the fo]lew-up data are not trend1ng in a counter-'

therapeut1c d1rect1on,’then 1t cou]d be concluded that a soc1a]1y s1g-

“2,'r59mpar1ng fo]]ow—up data w1th appropr1ate'norms Nbrms can
| be estabTished by determ1n1ng natura]]y occurr1ng mean leve]s for the L :;5 i ,

.behavvor(s) of 1nterest among.persons not referred for 1ntervenfﬁon

If respond1ng rema1ns at or near treatment leve]s dur1ng these cond1t1ons,
rather than revert1ng to prev1ous base]1ne or 1ower cr1ter1on 1eve]s,~ - ;h.

: ev1dence—accrues attest1ng to the durab111ty of .the effect Th1s approach'd*

-

I ' uhas one obv1ous d1sadvantage when compared to the fo]]ow-up abﬁfaach'--‘7 o

?ﬁ ‘,.--‘. ,1t takes p]ace wh11e the experlment is still in progress and thus repre-
':dfsents no real eva]uat1on of behav1ora] pers1stence across t1me, save for
’ . \ .

‘ﬁ;the few days of th Kreversa] or cr1ter1on reduct1on phase In add1t1ons

.ach1ev1ng ma1nte 'nce,

as efaluated by this strategy, m1ght prec]ude

Atk1nson, 1973) In a reversa] des1gn, for examp]e a return to near-

’base]1ne 1eVels of respond1ng 1s cr1t1ca1 for the exp]1cat1on of an .

‘: Iy )
O




'”7 gradUaT deve]opment—of sma]] group of techn1ques Wh1ch cont1nue to be

35
exper1menta1 effect However;:a'return Ea'§UEH'1évé1§ also indicates .

a fa11ure to ach1eve ma1ntenance. The two concerns seem torbe- 1nextr1-'f’

,f’fcably opposed and woqu-be ma1ntenance evaTuatdrs are adv1sed 6. use

"f_<'.

'_the foTTow-up strategy alone- or in comb1nat1on with the normatrve data

procedure whenever poss1b1e.

_ As ment1oned previously, most 1nvest1gators who have evaluated

-

"“f__ma1ntenance have found that it 1nfrequent1y occurs spontaneously 't?

‘fConsequent]y, some stud1es have attempted to ach1eve ma1ntenance effects

de11berate1y through d1rect/programm1ng These efforts have 1ed to the

,geva1uated for the1r ab111ty to produce behav1ora1 durab111ty In theﬁl}

Hnext sect1on, these techn1ques w111 be rev1ewed : ;':' B T

Pfag_fam"fiﬁg: Mainteﬁance

Investigations of strateg1es for programm1ng genera11zat1on of be- f

This growth has a]Towed var1ous rev1ewers to beg1n categor121ng the Work
:§h1ch has been done and to 1mpose pre11m1nary structure on th1s research
'area— Stokes and Bger (1977) have wr1tten one of the most comprehehsfve;

reviews. to date on the phenomenon of genera]1zat1on They offer’a

structure for programmed genera11zat1on research wh1c¢51nc1udes nine

categor1es Seven of these Eategor1es deal spec1f1ca11y with’ tact1cs

.'-.

for produc1ng carry -over. .of treatment effects across st1mu11, responses,

'1u; or t1me Gf the two rema1n1ng c]ass1f1cat1ons offered by Stokes and Baer,

one deaTs exc]us1ve1y w1th assessment of genera]12at1on, the other w1th

extend1ng treatment programm1ng beyond the or1g1na1 st1mu]us cond1t1ons;

o

‘»\.
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T target'behanors The present review adapts the structure presented
| 'by Stokes and Baer, refines the number of categor1es to seven, and dea]s E
' ';exclus1ve1y with the phenomenon of programmed genera]1zat1on across ' i
| .t1me-(majntenance) The rev1sed categor1es (after Stokes and Baer,:
-i@f?)'aré° (1) us1ng natura] cont1ngenc1es, (2) programm1ng common
:st1mu11‘ (3) usang 1nd1s¢r1m1nat1ve cont1ngenc1es (4) med1at1ng gen- .

era11zat1on (ma1ntenance) (5) tra1n1ng suff cient exemp]ars, (6} tra1n-

ing to general1ze'(ma1nta1n), and (7) programm1ng mu1t1p]e com?%nents

- -«

*Us1ngﬁNatura1 Cont1ngenc1es

To a then f]edg]1ng f1e]d of behav1or ana]ys1s, Ay]]on and ‘Azrin

.(1968) made severaT‘recommendat1ons for effect1ve behav10ra1 programm1ng.'. -

- e LD DL Ll e e e e e e —

’FSf;Among them was the suggest1on to teach behav1ors wh1ch likely would be
‘ma1nta1ned by the natural env1ronment after direct. teaCh1ng had been - ggi
- term1nated That adv1ce is no 1ess t1me]y today, a’ decade after 1t was

f1rst offered Deve]op1ng behav1or wh1ch can be supported eventua]ly by s

l

'-snaturally occurr1ng cont1ngenc1es 1s an approach wh1ch has much to re-
commend jt Perhaps there is no other procedure wh1ch is potent1a11y
) asﬂsimpie and as ffect1ve Baer and Wo]f (1970) d1scusse\$therpract1ce _

'of appea]1ng to natura] sources of re1nforcement very c]ear]y in the1r

3ypresentat1on of the “entrapment theory", 11ken1ng the maJntenance of
behav1or to the trapp1ng of a mouse Bas1ca1]y, the- authors have
: 4,' c1a1med, 1f one-can teach a ch1]d a respon\e Wh1ch W11] a]]ow h1m/her B

' entry 1nto an on going commun1ty of re1nforcement that commun1ty-w1]1 i

'ma1nta1n the response, ‘even after formal programm1ng has ended Although ‘

the1r work preceded the d1scuss1on by Baer and wo]f (1976), Hall and
',Broden (1967) and Buel] Stoddard Harr1s, and Baer (1968) a]so reported

,i
."

~ ”‘-‘l\




‘(\

the ma1ntenance of newly acqu1red behav1or in ch1]dren through natura]]y

..;occurr1ng re1nforcement cont1ngenc1 It appears from th1s garly re- ax

gsearch that 1ntervent1on de]1vered through agents in a ch11d S natura]

. env1ronment can produce behav1or change wh1ch pers1sts across t1me 1t

further has been postu]ated that such pers1stence may be attr1butab1e

z

. ~to unprogrammed cont1ngenc1es operat1ng in_ the natura] env1ronment, and

.

’

chT]d behav1or 1ndef1n1te]y.m More recent research has re11ed 1ess on-f;.j,'_""

'naturally occurr1ng contfngenc1es to ma1nta1n newTy deve]oped behav1or

,and has focused .more_on programmed cont1ngenc1es to acﬁ1eve th1s effect

[

'ft,tra1n1ng as two meth%ds of fac111tat1ng thf'genera]1zat1on and ma1nten-

»?ance of academ1c and- soc1a] behav1or in regular classroom sett1ngs for

{

ch11dren who had been tréated 1n an exper1menta1 class.' A two monthu{

fo]low—up showed peer reprogramm1ng to be the most*effect1ve strategy '

'ﬂamong procedures used in produc1ng durab]e treatment effects S1m11arl%

o Wa]ker anid . Buck1ey (1972) used peer- re- programm1ng and teacher ?fe*'~ :

* -

'wa]ker Hﬁps ‘and Johnsonh‘1975 reported that when regu]ar e]ass teach- | e

Y KR

" ers were g1ven consu]tatlon serv1ces~and un1vers1ty cred1t w1th grades‘

'icont1ngent upon the Gh1]d s performance, they were abTe;to support the___.

T

.exper1menta1 classroom ga1ns made by behav1or problem students when :

those ch1]dren were returned to- regu]ar c]ass p]acements Th S

’ch11dren showed ma1ntenance of treatment effects dur1ng a four month

fo]]ow up assessment conducted at the beg1nn1ng of the subsequent aca~“{.ﬁi

:

~‘dem1c year Ch11dren who had not rece1ved programmed ma1ntenance tra1n-‘

L]

1ng in a regu]ar classroom did not ev1dence the 'same levels of cont1nued‘nf_k'

.appropr1ate bEhaV1°r in follow- “p g Jones and KaZd1" (’975), after us1n9[zg o

kN
i




Y
et

fbehav1or o? four m1ldly menta]ly retarded students 1n a. spec1al educa— L

t1on c]assroom, used peer andrteacher pra1se alone to. produce ma1nten- } i
i -ﬁance of the behav1or as assessed by fo]]ow-up phases BT two and n1ne ffgig”

;weéks These f1nd1ngs prov1de ev1dence that programmed cont1ngenc1es '

TR _lf; -1mp1emented by agents naehve “to the natura] env1ronment can be used

'effect1Ve1y to ma1nta1n behav1ora1 1mprovement 1nit1a]]y’brought

. s .

. ﬂif ’ abOut by'more d1rect and powerfu] 1ntervent1ons. -_"f~” T - ;54:E.f,"

< -

Both earl1er and more’ recent efforts in the area of. behav1ora] R b

i lma1ntenance.uit1mate]y have depended upon;unprogrammed stfmu11 1n a .gf{ ":1:;5

. LA

' natura] env1ronment to ma1nta1n treated behav1or~1ndef1n1tely* However, ,4-

L \one cannot always re]y on natura] agents to cont1nue the1r support of‘ '

tra1ned behav1or or on natura]]y occurr1ng contxngenc1es to trap and

-~
-

fdevelop entry responses On occas1on, ‘the support of the agents m1ght

o o

R RN Y

,.'A- o _'_.
»

e jtself have to be. supported T1kew1se, new]y deve]oped entry responses

Vfoccas1ona11y m1ght escape the 1n¥1uence of natura]]”‘0c¢”rr1ng c0nt1n-

'b':_genc1es.. When one of these poss1b111t1es ex1sts the subJe'r of. the
'Q-1ntervent1on can be taught to "recru1t an avallable but dormant, natura] (
‘commun1ty of re1nforcement to ma1nta1n h1s/her behav1or" (Seymour and

o :StoEes, 1976 Graubard Rosenberg, and M111er, 1971) : If th1s can be

".part1es w1]1 pers1st

oy -

;;1ng Eonmon Stimu11

v

behav1or mwght be ma1nta1ned

<

e A_' <A second means: by Wh1Ch "EW]y dEVE]Oped‘

“.,4?~_i§ by programning common st1mu11 In th1s approach, sa11ent st1mu11

g




from a tra1n1ng env1ronment are 1ntroduced 1nto the ch1]d s natural -

env1ronmenti; if 1t can be demonstrated that the st1mu]1 are funct1on-

_" al. in Faci11tat1ng perfonmance of the behav1or in the new settTng and/or

ﬂ““”"across t1me, then it can be sa1d that genera11zat1on andior ma1ntenance

Lenré

> d
&

of . the behav1or have been pnogrammed Perhaps the best st1mu11 to __‘

emp]oy in th1s strategy are the ch11d~s peers Phys1ca1 st1mu]1 in the 3‘

env1ronment actlons of adu]ts, subgect-produced cues and 1anguage

fAr; f pr0v1de other examp]es ‘of st1mu]1 whlch cou1d be programmed across

-

sett1ngs and/or twme

- Walker and Buck]ey (1972) ach1eved both st1mu]us genera]1zat1on and

.,'_. -

ma1ntenance of acéaem1c and soc1a1 respond1ng in conduct prob]em ch11dren

Ea
K ._7

who 1n1t1a11y were ;reated in an exper1menta] c]assreom sett1ng By~
programm1ng common academrcunater1a1s teacher procedures and behav1ora]
co”seq”e”c es < cross settlngs, the authors were ab]e to fac1]1tate con-
t1nued appropr1ate academ1c and soc1a] behav1or by the ch11dren across “i
' sett1ngs and 1nto t1me. A]though the programm1ng common stTmu11 approach

1s demonstrated re1at1ve1y 1nfrequent1y in the 11terature,‘1t ; as ”fd“

| in the d1scr1m1nab111ty of re1nforcement contTngenc1es Severa] methods

for accompl1sh1ng th1s change are ava1]ab1e Among them are alter1ng thé -

schedu1e o? re1nforcement, 1ncreas1ng the delay of’re1nforcement us1ng _ff

4.

- :; 10N
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C = —

jnon-cont1ngent re1nforcement and gradua]ly removnngaor Fad1ng the

7cont1ngency. An evel more bas1c issue’ than any of these, however, 1s _'

E _whether the persons 1n7']ved Will be- 1nformed d1rect1y about the cont1n- -

'agency or not Res1ck Forehand and Peed (1974) exam1ned th1s jssie’

"w1th 32 ch11dren in a daycare program - The Eh11dren s 1nstruct1on ;
Tt fo]]owing behav1or was tabl1shed W1th tang1b]e and verba] re1nforcers ;}jf

'.riQFor some of the ch11dren the cont1ngency w tated dlrect]y 1n advance.'

““‘_ .’-. L \

YR

For -the others, 1t was not: - Non-°’ contlngency faC11- _

= 1tated ma1ntenance of 1nstruct1on Fo]]ow1ng behav1or. Pre-statement of

"the arrangement enab]ed the ch11dren to d1scr1m1nate between the ava11~

",ab1]1ty and the non-avaiTab111ty of re1nforcément and produced 1ess o .~f -

- Coel U ’;"""

_‘ma1ntenance; Wh11e th1s resu]t is part1cu1ar1y 1nterest1ng for the ;,

‘57'{study of behavfbra] pers1stence, the use” of 1nterm1ttent schedules of

're1nforcement in the study obscures 1nterpretat1on of the effeot

Kazdhn and ‘Polster (1973) offered a demonstratr‘nzof the e?fects

Cao

of 1nterm1ttent re1nforcement on the ma1ntenance of mod1f1ed soc1a] ":

4

5behav1or._ Two adu]t menta]]y retarded m al es. who' Were employed in a

-

'w1th co-workers Were taught through—a cont1nuous token re1nForeement

o ; ;ﬁﬂ, procedure_to 1nteract w1th other emp]oyees Bur1ng a: br1ef reversa1

_ phase, the men s 1eve]s of. 1nteract1on WhTCh had 1ncreased cons1derab1y

A

| fidur1ng the” fntervent1on, returned to near. base11ne 1eve]s. Subsequently,“

:ﬁLthe authors programmed 1nterm1ttent token re1nforcement for one- worker :

- while cont1nu1ng the other on a cont1nuous schedu]e._ Bur1ng a, f1na1

| l"-":1"1ve day reversa] per1od the worker who had been on the 1nterm1ttent

R »arrangement eont1nued‘1nteract1ng W1th h1s peers.. The Wprker who had
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1: 1n1t1a1 behav1or change

; mended The'd1fferenee between th1s study and that of Kazd1n and

‘ produoe 1ong term behav1ora] per51stence 'f T

rece1ved only cont1nuous re1nforcement aga1n reverted to a 1ow 1e1e1 of

k

| 1nteract1on. A]though these results are not unequ1voca1 they are suf- i'

1nterm1ttent re1nforcement as an approach to program ma1ntenance of

effects of schedu11ng on a 1ong term basis:’ After estab11sh1ng a cri- )

) ter1on ]eve] of- appropr1ate classroom behav1or in a group “of 30 s1xth

Ny

grade ch:ldren prev1ous1y 1abe]ed as "out of contro]" Hop54 et. a]
reduced the frequency of group consequences from a cont1nuous to a
varrab]e bas1s~us1ng a—performance_lottery.to.determ1ne.when the COH-:

t1ngency wbu]d be fu]f11]ed Ther terms of the,lottery a]socwere

changed over t1me to. reduce further the 1eve1 ofvsupport—for appropr1atef

c]assroom behav1or A]though “these procedures produced—moderate 1e‘e1s~

1

o of ma1ntenance 1n1t1a11y, 1nd1cat1ons were noted that the ch11dren S

! I

behav1or during a’ three month fol]ow up was ot stable St111 the use =

e 3

of the 1otterybbased maJntenance system 1s an 1nterest1ng approach, and

further résearch to exggore 1ts app11cat1ons and 11m1tat1ons 1s recom- :

Po]ster =< beyond obv1ous subJect behav1or and sett1ng d1fferences =i

3 - 1

fo]]ow*ﬂp conducted Much can be 1earned from d1m1n1shfng ma1ntenance

effects, as we]] as from stable performances and mone researchers shou]d!i

co]]ect 1ong-term fo]]ow -up data as was done by Hops, et al i Such dataf

,{7,

are needed 1f we are to estab11sh and ref1ne procedures wh1ch W“[l
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The use of 1nterm1ttent re1nforcement to ma1nta1n behav1or a]so has
been descr1bed by Koege1 and RSncover (1977) The authors f1rst used

prompt1ng and re1nforcement procedures to teach novel motor behav1ors

_ to S1X autistic ch11dren in a res1dent1a1 sett1ng Onge-these behae

viors were: estab11shed Koege] and R1ncover—were ab]e to study the perJ‘

"'s1stence of the yesponses TWo character1st1cs of th1s study are un1que .

to research on durab111ty_of_treatment effects- (r) the responses‘for

K}

- wh1ch ma1ntenance was stud1ed actua]]y were genera11zed responses from

a 1aboratory tra1n1ng sett1ng, and (2) 1n add1t1on to us1ng 1nterm1ttent

re1nforcement dur1ng response tra1n1ng, the authors a]so exam1ned the

effects of non- cont1ngent re1nforoement in the genera]1zat1dn sett1ng

as an approach to ach1eV1ng ma1ntenance of genera11zed respond}ng Both

intermittent schedu11ng of re1nforcement and non- cont1ngent retnforeement

were found to fac111tate pers1stence of treatment effects in the genera]- f

<

TH

1zed sett1ng The arrangement whfch produced the most ma1ntenance cbn-"‘*f”“”

s1sted of a comoqnat1on of the two re1nforeement components -= 1nterm1t-_

L non-cont1ngent reinforcement 1n the genera]1zat1on sett1ng Th1s study‘

goes one step beyond prev1ous schedu11ng research to suggest that the

add1t1on of occas1ona1 non- eont1ngent re1nforcement to a progress1ve1y

attenuet1ng schedu]e of re1nforcement m1ght further enhance the dura-

b111ty of behav1or'produced under the or1g1na1 schedule. Th1s potenha]ly

~

important finding mer1ts turther <tudy : h'- .'lf o ::f a;),;;

.
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V‘-.sequences Two and n1ne week Fo]]ow-up data 1ent cred1b111ty to the

;comb1ned Greenwood (Note iB) prov1ded an examp]e of th1s strategy

43

'cons1st1ng of ru]es, feedback and group and 1nd1v1dua1 cont1ngenc1es._5ig;

&2

Unce appropr1ate behav1or had been estab11shed, 1ncreas1ng de]ays were ﬂ

1nserted between the students classroom performances and access to re-

1nforc1ng group act1v1t1es Fo]]ow up data coT]ected three weeks after

. ‘“_ program term1nat1on 1nd1cated that treatment effects were pers1stent

':. b

_Severa] factors, 1nc1udﬁng the programmed re1nforcement de]ays; cou]d be;:g.

'used to exp1a1n this observed durab111ty, but the authors aékhawiéagé
. that attr1but1on o? the ef?ect can not be determ1ned adequate]y fronlthei

study St111 the f1nd1ng adds support to the poss1b111ty that re1nbrce~

ﬂgiforcement de]ays has been added by dones and Kazd1n (1975) who used token

"re1nforcement procedures to controT 1nappropr1ate motor behav1ors of .
'hifour m11d1y mentaT]y retarded ch11dren in a ;%ec1a1 educat1on c]assroom
| As" one component of ‘a ma1ntenance programm1ng package, re1nforcement de-

]-1ays were: 1nserted between ch1}dren s behav1or and- ava11ab1e group con-f

¢

p-pract1ce of us1ng de]ayed re1nforcement as one. of a ser1es of procedures 3

R to enhance behaV1ora1 pers1stence subsequent to 1ntervent1on._y_ .

Perhaps the Surest approach to take when programm1ng ma1ntenance ;”‘

. g1s one 1n wh1ch several potent1a] ma1ntenance produc1ng procedures are

.:l‘- -

N

' ;~,Greenwood used a classroom'token economy to 1ncrease appropr1ate 1n c1ass

behav1or among a group of 24 e]ementary—age ch1]dren w1th a var1ety of

1earn1ng and behavTor prob]ems Once c]assroom behav1or was under con=.

: tro1 Greenwood began attenuat1ng the re1nforcement system 1n\severa1

'Wa§si by 1ncreas1ng the behav1ora1 requ1rements for re1nforcement by

¢

EC‘J\.‘U'

-



1ncreas1ng the ‘time. between token acqu1s1t1on;and tBREn exchange, by_w”f,f-,;

-

;Inflat1ng the:pr1ces of back up re1nforcers, and by rep]ac1ng phys1ca1

‘ w1th symboI1c tokens. These attenuat1on procedures were carr1ed out f--%:i-»

" LR '
'Althougﬁ research st1JT 1s needed to 1so]ate s1ng1e techn1ques wh1ch are

4
v“funct1ona1 in produc1ng ma1ntenance of mod1f1ed behaN1or, Greenwood s
~f”5'na1ntenance package strafegy has much to recommend its eSpec1a11y in 7
S1tuations where c]in1ca1 cons1derat1ons outwe1gh thDSe of research .

o That 1s the mu1t1 faceted programm1ng approach shouid have a gseater

e ma1ntenance—produc1ng capab111ty

A f1na]ﬁapproach to the cha]Tenge of mak1ng reﬂnforcement c0nt1ngen- )

cies 1nd1scr1m1nat1ve may be found in the prac\%ce of program fad1ng -

_the*gradua1 removal of 1ntervent1on components. An examp]e of th1s ':d'

'.!;fapproach has been prov1ded by Greenwood Hops, and wa1ker (1977) The.;_

' ,authors first used a packaged 1ntervent1on program to 1ncr'
;fsurv1va] sk11]s in a group of 36 ch1]dren represent1ng six pr1mary level 7
pusiié séhooi ciassrooms Fo]1ow1ng estab11sbment of approprwate work

' and study behav1ors, each of the sgx 1a rooms 1nvolved was ass1gned

ito one of three ma1ntenance cond1t1ons For two of the c]assrooms, the_'

A packaged 1ntervent1on program was terminated, and unprogrammed ma1ntenance

"aq c]assrooms the fulf program was efgt

s

© was eva]uafld iFor tio additig

'”taﬁfiﬁuéa For the final two c]assrooms, the components of the packaged L

"'.program were faded out/systemat1ca11y Bur1ng a nine Week fol]ow-up
per1od the program term1nati6n group showed maintenance in, ;one, out of

1

) f.’; two 1ntervent1on per1ods the program fade out group Showed ma1ntenance

. in both periods: Not unexpected]y, the program cont1nuat1on group a1so .

4

e
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s

: cont1nued to perform acadennc surv1va1 sk1119 in both per1ods ithéfv :

With the program fade-out group also speak We]]afor the program and for

the systemat1c fade—out procedur s. More research is needed to esta-

':b11sh the procedures and parameters of effect1ve fad1ng for other 1nter-'

e

.. mm. f
1

vent1on programs, subJects and behav1ors

Med1at1ng Genera11zat1on | . S .o ;-

:) o Stékes and Baer (feny) used the term, “med1ated genera11zat1on" to
a }’refer to carry-over of” treatment‘effects which™T may be produced by;pro-
zL; CEdUVES requ1r1ng SubJect 1nvo1vement 1n 1mp]ementat1on of the 1ndepen— o
d;dent var1ab1e. Examp]es of‘such procedures lnc1ude verba] correspondenda 7

: and;se]f—control parad1gms - In both approaches,~the subJect must mediate :f

| or br1dge the gap between second party contro] and h1s/her own behav1or.,}ei'

'5f -1n the fonner, the gap may be med1ated by 1anguage,;1n the 1atter, 1t 1§

. \med1ated by one or mdr .components of se]f—contro] -- se]f assessment

self—adm1n1strat1on of re1nforcement etc If the subJect can be taught
to br1dge thﬁs gap, h1s/her med1at1ng,behav1or -~ the verba] or se]f-
contro111ng response -- might” come to contro] h1s/her target behav1or,

thus obv1at1ng fhe need for control by an external agent and faC111tat1ng

the ma1ntenance of the target behav1or Severa] studtes us1hg

,correspondence parad1gm to deve1op soc1a1 sk1115 1n young ch11dren G

a]ready have been descr1bed Unfontunately, none of these st§H1es dea]s

a,j&w1th the quest1on of behav1ora1 ma1ntenance fo]]ow1ng term1nat1on of the

R I U
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interVéntﬁon'araééaures;n ConJecture ]eads one to pred1ct that Verba]‘

'-4 s

°°'rESP°"de"°e procedur&s m1gﬁ have ma1ntenance fac111tat1ng capa- £

L b111t1es Bowever, emp1r1ca1 ver1f1cat16 ofgth usp1c1on rema1ns

to; éﬁundertaken Fortunately, the study of ma1ntenance produced

,—a';'

S -_"1 through m8d1at1on by self-contro" s

more advanced: R jfi;5-_;ys'7;’
| Broden Ha]1 and M1tts (1971) used se]?-record1ng procedures-tb
g 1ncrease the 1n-c1ass study behav1or of a norma] e1ghth grade g1r1

In1t1a11ys the g1r1 's behav1or d1d not ma1nta1n dur1ng a br1ef treatment'

reverSa] Perwod eThstatement of thg procedure re-estab]1shed a h1gh

1eve1 ‘of Study‘behav1or. Teacher pra1se then rep]aced se]f—record1ng

",,;p ’cedures, and f1na11y, pra1§§ a]so was . term1nated Study behaVior
'C\-'\

L cont1nued un1nterrupted throughout these. f1na1 two phaSes, suggest1ng

that self reeord1ng and: natural cont1ngenc1eS”

anﬂwe@mﬂewmbtiéi

ment ef?ects G]ynn,\Thomas, and Shee (1973) a]so reported on the dse

of self-cpntrol procedures to ma1nta1n study behav1or After the o{
task behav1or of 37 normal second grade ch11dren was establ1shed through |

externa] COﬂt1ngenc1es, a four- component self contro] procedure was :

;1mp1emented Self-assessment se1f—record1{g; and se]f determ1nat1on }'

- and adm1N15tratton of* re1nforcement ma1nta1ned on- task behav1or at “exter- ?*ff'

oot

e V
: na] contro1 ]evels throughout f1ve'an¢ seven week fo]]ow-up per1ods

F1nd1ngs S1m11ar to those of G]ynn/ :ﬁ11 were reported hyf omas (1976)

who emp10¥9d se]f assessment w1th preferred act1V1ty back-up re1nforcers E

to 1mprove the on- task bEhav1or of e1ght norma] second grade ch1ldren 1n

treatment 1eve]s for more than two months

Y .

o

. .“J’K‘lx |




S regu]ar schoo] env1ronment Turkew1tz, 0 Leary, and Ironsm1th (1975)

J

awarded po1nts and back-up re1nforcers w1th1n a token re1nforcement

Jffgages 7 11, Who were enro]]ed 1n an after schoo] tutor1ng program Once Jf;_'
- s1gn1f1cant gaﬂns had been ach1eved 1n ch11dren S soc1a1 and academ1c o

gbehav1ors,4the requ1rement that ch11dren S se1f~rat1ngs match teachers_‘
5'rat1ngs of the ch11dren s behavwor was faded unt11 subJects contro]led |

thE1r own po1nt d1str1but1on Back-up re1nforcérs a]so were faded.

. --'i.“ T "" T

-lj D1srupt1ve behav1or was reduced markedly by the 1ntervent1on procedure, '

:;and treatment effects ma1nta1ned dur1ng the per1od in wh1ch back-up

' ;.ij.,re1nforcers no- Ionger were ava11ab]e.

-l

Taken tqgether, the f1nd1ngs of. the few stud1es rev1ewed here sug-

‘ —

‘gest that behav1oraT’ma1ntenance may be ach1eved by g1V1ng subJects onexT

“ or more cr1tﬂgaﬂ sk1lls wh1ch—may be used to med1ate the gap between“ ;

g

T externa] contro1 and the1r own behav1orgﬁ Hel]-estab11shed se]f—contro ,_f

,,strateg1es offer cons1derabTe prom1se 1n?a11ow1ng sub;ects act1ve1yt

""'ma1nta1n the1r own behav1or Hopefu]]gp future research 1n the area of

verba] correspondence w111 estab11sh the effect1veness of that techn1que1_é]h;

1" produc1ng behav1ora1 pers1stence, as we]] - .?__T¥:_,~;

'-Tra1n1ng Suff1c1enteExangﬂiu§; | L "fJ;

Dur1ng its. br1ef h1story, behav1ora1 1ntervent1on had been charac= f'

-,a

fter1zed by an emphas1s on. estab]1sh1ng behav1or w1th1n1a‘very narrow o

range.of,st1mu]1-" Prec1se adherence to the theoret1ca1 mode] of behav1or;i'f,

. -

bh
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5 chanqe has requ1red chanqe aqents to br1nq a spec1f1c response under ;vﬁs -

551;’ﬂ37J o the contro] of a part1cu1ar st1mu1us through appT1cat1on of a carefu]]y

' de]1neated consequence By f0110w1ng th1s parad1gm, researchers have

§f:fi,f':fvf‘?been able to demonstrate repeated]y that a funct1ona1 ana]ys1s of be-~

”.j‘hav1or 15 poss1b1e 1n app11ed settlngs In recent years, peop]e have fﬁ

‘:behav1or changes w111 pers1st 1n t1me One seem1ng]

“to ach1ev1ng these deswreable s1de effects 1s to 1ns

perform behavnors related to the tra1ned behav1ory to do S0 1n a var1ety“-'

However, use of 1nstruct1on§‘to ach1eve genera]1zed effects of behav1or p

’ change is’. not supported by ava1]ab1e data Hops Greenwood and Gu1]d

(Note 11) found that 1nstruct1ng teachers to 1ncrease pra1se 1n one per{i'”

1od after be1ng tra1ned to do 50" 1n a prev1ous per1od was 1neffect1ve
- &,
no

Re]1ance upon the 1nstruction,follow1ng behav1or of* our clnents w1l

: ‘move us far toward a techno]ogy of behav1ora] genera11zat1on.

jbeg1n to 1ook'for otﬁer'ways to accomp]zsh‘tﬁese more w1despread effects

One approach~to more eff1c1ent behav1or change 1s offered by the '

d1rect 1nstruct1ona1 model of teach1ng (Bateman and Carn1ne, 1977)

g Th1s mode1 estab11shes genera11zed correct respond*ng by teach1ng con-.

: cepts and operat1ons re]ated to a targeted behav1or.. New 1nstances of”‘

‘a concept are presented unt1] a. roncept 1s formed Although th1s mode}

L T Ce - - . . ) - . .
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t:ﬂ:ff sk1lls 1n pr1mary age schoo] chn]dren, 1ts app11cab111ty ranges vir-
%t.‘> tda]]y to every effort of behav1or change Th1s p01nt-1s‘111ustrated :
'.hiif; 1n a study conduct&d by Stokes, Baer, and Jackson (1974)

: Stokes, et a]; used prompt1ng and shap1ng proCedures to estab11sh

; <;a.s1mp]e soc1a] greet1ng response (hand-wav1ng) in four 1nst1tdt1ona]1zed

severe1y.menta11y retarded ch11dren The procedures Were effect1ve 1n

fD(.‘

b11sh1ng the behaV1or read11y, but the ch11dren respo”ses Wer

]1m1ted to the presence of the 1nd1v1dua1s by whom they were tra1ned5‘
Subsequent]y, tra1n1ng was re-1ntroduced by a second tra1ner who was:ﬁ
.accompan1ed by the f1rst tra1ner W1th the onset of th1s eipandéd
tra1n1ng, ch11dren began us1ng the soc1a1 greetlng response 1n the pre;;
L sence of other staff members who never “had tra1ned them. The se 'es']ts.p:
sﬁggest that the ch11dren acqu1red ‘the. concept '"Wave when'i see an adu1t.

5

IZLE;“: staff member and/or when she/he whves at me. A]though Stokes, et a1

do not report whether the tra1ned ch11dren also used the greet1ng re-’ _f;‘} .

A'

sponse w1th other ch1]dren or w1th non-staff adults, the1r level of per- 3

20

' by51ntroduct1on ag'the second tra1ner Seem1ng1y, one a]so cou]d

Cos e

e
R¥C

formance at the end of the study clear]y represents an example of gen-,, =

: - 7- program across other st1mu]us d1mens1ons or across related responses to L

produce:s nnlar genera]UFed effects The quest1on of how many examp]es

f?] i‘ 7b const1tute a suff1c1ent number of 1nstances to form a concept when

tra1n1ng suff1c1ent exemp]ars has not yet been answered emp1r1ca11y

+

G1ven that the ch11dren 1n the Stokes, et a] study, character1zed as

) severe}y retarded requ1red only two st1mu1us 1nstances to. beg1n 'f;'f,

' . : . R F L . oL
SRR AR SO S ST RO o st T e
P - S . ] P PR T o T

SRR e KRR o I St B R ST

: Loty




s

TR

LA

s th1s strategy, genera]izat1on 1s treated as.a. response

ucommun1ty of re1nforcers W111 be mu1t1p11ed and the poSS1biT1ty that f,

"h1s]her behav1or then W111 pers1st w111 be enhaneed great]y

: gﬁnetaiized:respond1ngb_Jt 1s_possi’jEt:hat—the numbe 2t 5: | *s,__hangéii
e m1ght pred1ct it is hOPEd that research w111 be unﬂertaken in the .:F'

near future~to expand upon our know]edge of th1s form of programmed

| genereiization Spec1f1ca1]y of 1nterest for ‘this’ reV1eW is the ques-

E t1on of whether concepts estab11shed through the tra1n1ng of suff1c1ent

exemp]ars w111 hon-up over t1me. .If the approach .can be used to pro-ﬁ

','i‘duce genera11zed soc1a1 respondnng in other subJects an 1nd1V1dua1 §

'chances that one of those responses w:]l ga1n entry 1nto a natura1

-

;J.Tra1n1ng toeGeneralqage 3" o _4; - (,;:, 7,{

Stokes and Baer (1977) d1scussed "tra1n1ng to genera]1ze“ as a -

"f1na1 approach to programm1ng genera]1zat1on of treatment effects < In

c/ﬂ
d conse qumz

<nm‘

"*’.Its pr1mary character1st1c is’ tﬁat 1t has not been taught direct]

f.the subaect Reinforcement m1ght be made avaﬂable only ?or nove]
'_.responses or: for movement a]ong a spec1f1ed genera11zat1on grad1ent ‘
"_Parsonson, Baer, and Baer (1974) prov1ded an. examp]e of this strategy ))Fr

‘ iw1th 1mp11cat1ons For the study of ma1ntenance “Two. preschoo] teachers

L N

_Were tra1ned through observer feedbatk to apply genera]1zed appropr1ate

isoc1a] cont1ngenc1es o the des1reab]e and undes1reab1e behaV1or of

a5 .

";l'mentally retarded ch11dren in; their: classrooms. jg;ls tra1n1ng was ;.5“"

--i'_.ef?ect1ve 1n develop1ng the teachers genera11zed correct use of attent1on

S to ch11d behaV1or, and th1s sk111 proved durab]e, as 1nd1cated by fo]low-ffg

| up assessments of e1ght and e]even weeks' durat1on respect1ve1y for the

U
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w0 teachers. Herbert and Baer (1972) mede a.similar Finding of
f?;;eiar; (treatment effect1veness genera11zed respond1ng, and b*hav1ora1 durab1]-."
| i 1ty w1th parents who were taught to se]f—record the1r attent1on to the B
behav1or-of the1r ch11dren The f1nd1ngs of durab1]1ty subsequent to "ff ;'fg

these demonstrat1ons of 1ntervent1on_effect1veness are partTcularly :’

1nterest1ng, Th1s genera11zat1on tra1n g*strategy appears to be s

s1m1]ar to that 1abe1ed "tra1n1ng suff1c1ent exemplars" by Stokes and

.—._ e
~'. . .
.,..;’—-_.'

Baer. If sdff1c1ent exampTe_ﬁ “.a part1cu1ar behav1or (teacher or pa;:i;i*'

o entfattention) are tra1ned, 1t 1s poss1b1e to deve]op al genera11zed or.

”t )conceptﬁai.mastery_p er appropr1ate performance of the behav1or Once I

“JthéiséhaViof is gene_a]1zed or: conceptua11zed, 1ts durab1]1ty may be

fac1]1tated Add1t1ona1 research must 1_carr1ed out w1th th1s strategyi:

',: before the re]at1onsh1p between genera11zed and durab1e respond1ng can

be more fuﬂly oodff If the re]at1onsh1p can be exp11cated the

, f]?~n_' strategy WTil~have-much,to offer for the tra1n1ng*of other behav1ors e
Elflgifiiflﬂiﬂiifi;] Mu ]t]p]E COEIDQDDEH‘ES ' ":.;i._r | - ’

I~G

: 8 T

to fac111tate genera11zed treatment effects Such an approach 1s repre~t7

d-f<;;;“3‘ sented by EBRBEH'S EtASS Program (Cont1ngenc1es for Learn1ng Academ;c Lﬁf,:“J
- and Soc1a1 Sk11]s Hops, Be1cke1, and walker, Note 12) Wh1Ch‘USEsru“éqy~‘~"‘

.7 \\ / N

: ren 1n pub11c schoo] c]assrooms. L1ke the. work of Greenwood (Note 10),; ;-f

d1scussed above, the CLASS Program and severa1 other packaged

A
. R N

Ef
YU

CL .

QJw'.




p1ayed critica] ro]es 1n 1ntervenfion, providing structure, support, a"¢:,é

porates & mu1t1 faceted ma1ntenance-?ac111tat1ng approach 1n order to

D ; maxinﬁze the ]1ke11hood of ach1ev1ng 1ast1ng changes 1n behaV1or

A]though such an approach 11ke1y prec]udes determ1nation of the contri-(

by the t1megthe'program,has researched‘the dissem1nation stage 3 i_%?i;ﬁg

tenance is more 1mportant than determ1n1;

The study to be descr1bed in the pages which follow made use of 7-h -

| *; severa] of the generalizat1on fac111tat1on strategies presented by

They

s

Stokes, and Ba’(1977) and sumar1zed in thi- 1

27
A

'the fo]]ow1ng.ﬁ,

""{;;;1 Hs1ng natural'cont1nge

feedback for subsects' new]y deve]oped socia] behavior. Activit1es 1n
which subJects were eacouraged to become 1nvolved 1nc1uded those in o

wh1ch their peers Were engag1ng on a regu]ar‘bas1s. Back-up re1nforcers;;;

S

Programm1ng common stimu11.f=beers; sociai atf§vtties;-and”“

and non-treatment cond1t1ons of the study

i

(D) : i
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' Soc1aT;tutor1ng r

ial 1nterae~”’;;;w~'

Sy

';74., Tkarq;ng to genera11ze. Through the use of soc1a] tutor1ng,7

- bé;we]T;reteﬁ'qd, From'the above'rev1ew of soc1a1 1ntefact1on program-?.vaji.
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the Hand1capped KEBRBEH) 15 a natl 1"es ’rch and development center;;f'fii

in the area of behavior 31sorders sponsored by the Bureau of Educatnon E

ped: ;Sf 0ff1ce of Educat1on The prﬂmary m1ssion ofr 1

| ;_-j"*'c}ge’ eii{{éii"

1nrervent1on paékages fbr h°m°99"§°U5 SUbQYOUP1HQS Of behav1ora11y 7;L*-§f£“

.gThe PEERS Program 1s one of four CORBEH programs a]ready dev

Anthe f1na1 stages of deve10pment each des1gned.to remed1ate a sper1f1c

AifhbehaV1or problem af e]ementary schoo] ch11dren w1th1n the regu]ar seheﬁTf;}-‘

"~env1ronment Three other EGRBEH programs, Cont1ngenc1es for Learn1ng

.,_Academtc and Soc1a] Sk1lTs (CtASS ;”1ker, Note 12),f

| ilProgram for Academic Surv1va1,5k1115 (PASS Greenwaoé Hﬁps, Delquadr1,h"
-and walker, Nete 13), and Re-programm1ng Cont1ngenc1es Fot Effeet1ve |

"’Sccia] Skms (REGESS Halker, Street Garrett, Crossen. H0ps, ana

ft.‘jGreenwond Note 14) have been des1gned for act1ng out, 1ow surv1va1

’



'l1nv0]vement of chJJdren w1th ]ow levels o? sod1a1 1nteract1an::— _{vf";5-3f;ik

. Evaluat1on %f the PEERS Prcgram to date has fo]10Wed the three-*i
srag CORBEH research mode] (Wa]ker, Hops and Greenwood 19 5 Wh1ch i:j‘&-fj

i’ .:eancludes-» (1) Ident1f1éat1an,and funct1ona] ana]ys1s of sa]1ent pregram_i'j;ﬁ

“‘5{1(Stage 25 above) wqth CORBEH’personneL -erv:ng as cOnsuTtanf;:to regular ;t Lf;
_classroom teachers for the past three years (See Tab]e 1)" Burlng the é; =
3o .". i -'fi._ P

’flrst year of th1s per1od s1x ch1]dren were 1nvo]ved in thé’program,

n setting.’ None ofathese AR

Ten Chl dren rece1ved th1s ferm of the program over the two:year 1nterva]
A

In year three of Stage 2 research four add1t1ana] chaidren were referred
< - fé;f’ - “;h
= T




Nimber of Children

- { Cl assroom only

Intervent'i en Sett1 ng

. Classroom and
P] &yground

Pau!

C]assroom and

I{layground

I
b




and accepted ?or the PEERS Program bu t did not receive any 1nterventwon

unt11 the present proJect began

i e

- or1g1na11y to the PEERS Program by the1r c]assroom teachers because of

e observed 1ow 1eve1s of 1nteract1on w1th c]assmates 1n soc1a] s1tuat1ons &

such as free-t1me and recess e Each teacher referra] has fo]]owed by a-

: v1s1t to the schoo] by a GBRBEH consu]tant to cerroborate the teacher s

D

observed on the p]ayground dur1ng each recess per1od ; » : . ,j‘f‘ﬁﬁi

. 545

used to screen the ch11dren for e11gqb111ty (1) the data on ‘the © .

eiected c1assmates, pooTed across schools,

and (2) the mean 1nteract1on 1eve1 of: the ch11d 3 c1assmates prov1ded

7;;:: ?.: cr1ter1on for h1s/her cTass.v If dur1ng the screen1ng per1od the referred

{lchlld 1nteracted at~more than one standard deV1at1on be]ow h1s/her grade'_'

' 1eve1 or e]ass mean, s/he was accepted for 1ntervent1on 1n the PEERS Q N

T
were t old that the ch1]d wag not 11ke1y to bené??t sfff1c1ent1y from the-d"”

/
"Program; If s/he d1d not meet e1ther cr1tef1on a]] eoneerned persons o .~}\

fﬁﬁrogram to’ mer1t its 1mpr entat1on ' j':"_ ,'e o fj' o ‘1' __’“?riiQéﬁlE:




v
. m‘;.. .
oo -

S Fo]]ow-up | - :- | _
0bservat1ons were conducted :fmszgi‘ ne of the 10pre _,a'ugfyi treai'éd

,\-.-v

chﬂdren.r_ The tenth em‘l‘d had moved Gbservatmns were made at' 1nter-» o

vals rang1ng frqm lne month to""ljx months after comp'letion of 1mt1a1

/mterventwns Based on th1s 1nformat1on and on teacher and parent

)" :

N reports seven of the mne chﬂdren observed in foﬂow-up were se'lected':- :

R s chRT P SRR A b .
P S = - IR P ST

;ffor forther mterven‘twn.. Subsequently, two of these seven chﬂdren

T e prev1ous]y treated chﬂdren avaﬂable f'or 1n- :

1us1on' »m tlns stu& Of the two chﬂdren observed at ?oﬂow—up bUt

dropped one was . 1n a =c1 ass 1nvo]ved in’ another CORBEH pro:]ect, and the,,i ,."f

T

other was 1nteraet1‘p§ at a i v 1 1mﬂar to her peers._ Foﬂow-up ob-

; __servatmns 1asted from. ?we to ten days, were condueted dur1ng each

vl LewiE! K S
E :'reces "perwd and 1nc1uded observatmn o? a random sample of the Chﬂd's

'~';:;<Ta1b1e 2. presents a sumary of subgect character1st1 cs. T'or

-'chﬂdren part1c1pat1ng m thé preserat research

tfon of 1nteract1ons, and 1nteract1on rate as dependent variables.yv

""‘Percent soc1a] behavior has been shown 1n previous research (HOps, E

. . . < L. .
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- Fleischnan and. "stre’et;' Note 16) to- Be a more sensitive measure 'o'?~:sociai e3i

:;f?",_interact1on than rate or other: ava11a51e measures, and thus was adopted ?
.¥f7as the pr1mary dependent var1ab1e for the reSearch reported ﬁere.J-Tﬁe_ﬁlff

e . f' fother var1ab1e i ed above prov1de usefu] aux11iary measures and a]]ow
S RN v =
Y for an ana]ys1s of changes 1n the topography of SOC1a1 1nteract1on,,as S

f'iffz-a,i we11 as 1n 1ts onga11 Level oF occurrence _,{ 'a‘*mt“*'

e

R f;-(‘a Profe531ona11y tra1ned ‘and- superv1sed personne1 served as observers.,_i
N ““,'Their re]:ab111ty W1th_ca11hrat1ng observers Was checked at Teast once ”‘?'

.,_-9.

perwment§1:phase°fbr each suhaect Re11ab111ties were-

__etermined by computing Pearson s corre]at1ons between the records off;ﬂfww"

e . -
e - :
o : —— E—Te
.

"rprimary and ca]1brat1ng observers,fo b th subJects and peers for'altﬁ'

s on a regular basis..' _r;}?»-f‘;‘ ;v. = !~-g} . %
'cshcja] v I dat1on Measures,~ i-]e-',°';ﬁ_ o }3” o t' | i“gﬂ_x '*‘f,
: L BRI

SEeT 'ance effects

_peer rat1ng data.', l o ‘;_ ,? g :l';;]?" - ; i
” ; : o - o B




3 PRV

' '5'argaalso soc1a}4y s1gn1f1cant 6ne can 1dent1fy at 1east j 6‘funct1ons E

measured by //S1t1ve obJect1ve.record1ng system (observat1ona] eode)

e, -

-
...‘.

) served by soc1a1 va11dat1on One fdhct1on is to ver1fy the.1mportance o
‘;of the béhav1ors wh1ch have been targeted for change (Fawcett and

:’%1:M111er, 1975) Behav1ora1 changes recorded by an observatton 1nstrument

;;h'and by more subJeet1ve rat1ngs wou]d 1nd1eate that the targeted beha—h

e ﬁ]y va11date a measured 1ntervent1on effect does not necessar11y mean

R that the wrong behav1ors have been changed Perhaps the effects were not

f; 1ngfuT effects obta1ned in one sett1ng~é§re not observed“:’

' magn1tude of effect«oQta1ned w1th these-procedures previpusly has been

?;”sett1ng in wh1ch _the rat1ng took pTace* Because one*f::fb“

$ S
of, a suff1c1ent magn1tyde to be mean1ngfu1 to a‘va]1datlon rater or mean- Lo

8

a d1fferent

g_ncharacter1st1cs of appljed behav1or analys1s 1s soc1a1]y*s1gn1f1cant
"7”:behav1or thange (Baer, Won and-R1sley, 1968) however changes in ,"'"‘
'fbehav1or wh1ch are unnot1ceab1e to referr1ng agents or other 1mportant ,i?'

-persons 1n the subaect»s env1ronment must be eons1dered soc1a11y 1ns1g- :

(M1nk1n Braukmann

Tt ers, F1xen, Ph1111ps and WOlf 1976)

The face va11d1ty'of o

59 . _-,

‘vtors a]so were sagn1f1cant to soc1a1 agents St111 fa11ure to soc1a1-‘__ L7m§w -

the- behav1ors re1nfo ed in’ the present 1ntervent1ons is h1gh, and the ,Ji9: T
’_.

L T ,j;;-




subgects as'rated by s1gn1f1cant otheg§, wh1ch 1s be1ng served by

attempt1ng to soc1a11y va11date the effects shown by the observat1ona]

.

data 1n th1s researgh '7'?f';*%:”"'“f

~

75;;5. ;;.j-f;;. In the present study, the var1ab]e ]abeled pereent socia] beha- . ?ﬁﬂ.‘“

chanqgs in 1eve1 o? soc1a1 1nteract1on.

4‘? ﬂ . .

changes were soc1a1]y 51§nif cant the observat1ona1 data were v1sua1]

corre]ated w1 th teacher, parent and peer ,y:atmg data. _ S'ubstant1a1_'_;y

s agreement between measur 'h"iat1ng that a'g1ven ch11d has shown'

'1/‘.‘ .

'",é§5;' in th1s study are attached as Append1ces I and II

1 SeveraT authors have suggestedat

Peer Soc1ometr1c Rat1ngs

L ".ences were made byﬁsubaects
. ;' . B < LR ‘ - = -*—
o .f‘t1on schedu1e. \7;.' , ' . S ﬁ;'
; en an 1nd1v1dua? bas1s, chﬂ1dren were shown a coﬁlect1on of p1ctur*s -
B of other ch11dren in. the: c1ass. Each ch11dﬁ$1rst was asked to p01nt 'f
. 3
Far e "a;h: Let! s pretend that we re go1ng out,to recess to p]ay a A
' game; I m:: go1ng ‘to make- you the—capta1n of one of tEe teams and:i wantdﬂ .
S i f;g you to p1ck s1x peop]e to be “"your team with you. P01 t % the?r S
' : R S - S o -
: p1ctures. _ o - |
- . “E :
2 ’ k2 . x
. or - 7‘. .
o~

ERIC R R A o c
JAFuitext provid: c




l.Bg “Let s pretendat*at‘you are ga1ng.ta':E"75

1n c]ass Yaur teacher has sa1d that you can n1ck

.

son yeur proaect w1th you.. Pdint to the1r p1ctures ?_;g;:
'f?il:Fé; "EEt s pretend‘that you are go1ng to 515V With s

= away from sch001 a pafk You get to p1ck 51x pecg

w1th you Po1nt to the1r p1ctures

e

2 T cher rat1ngs -fThe Soc1a1 Interactio "Ratiné_'ff e

n.uf N : . : o .
nrL deve]eped fﬁr thé/EEERS Program and s1m11ar to the. W1thdrawn°Sca1e from ST

l:)

d:vathe Wad ’r~Prob1em Behav1er Ident1f1catﬂan Eheck]1st (walker 1970),
;-*%Emp}eted on a pﬁﬁr post- 1ntervent1on ba51s e, ence dur1ng the,f1rst3it';;% =
__baeelane per1od and‘agaxn dur1ng the 1ast §55e11ne per1od The scalevfw R
;ﬂ;/eans1sts of two parts == a 15-1tem yes ng_checkT1st of spec1f1c behav1ers

-y

, 'ffand a 41sttef ten,cant1nuua descr1pt1ve of ch11d characterlst1ts. :1ﬁ.t

“ 4
ey

,‘,

_ch11dren ~in- the1r c]asses,_as we]] _f-;\t'_?h-vf

':5 3‘( Parent rat1ngs Parents of the subJect and of the randemly N

—~
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: screen1ng/assessment 1nstrument ?ar the PEERS.Program) on a pre- post—

~

1ntervent1on bas1s -The PROCC prov1ded parent rat1ngs of ten descr1pt1ve S ?_(

';ont1nuua-re1ated to- ch11dren s soc1a1 ]nteract1on._.

RN

ey .5‘.5}_‘oject; Design.- .. . R PRIV U S

w

ok ,_! . 7 . .
Ind1v1dua?freversa1 de 1gns were emp]oyed for each subaect alter-f

I

M":?
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become stable or, was decreas1ng Intervent1on ph

~

Hops, and Todd, Note 7) 1hd1cat1ng (a) that fu11 1ntervent1on effects o

usuaT]y are atta1ned w1th1n f1v s 1ons and (b) that reversals of

behaV7or, 1f they occur, take p]ace w1th1n approx1mate1y Five sess ‘s. )

< V

As many extra days as t1me wou]d permﬂt were ancluded 1n each base11nesj‘f

jat three, was based on—the ftndangfef Baer~and Hclf (1976) that fo]low- -‘;:"'

*pi1ng the th1rd app11cat1on of thelr successfu]'intervent1on, the subJectst'ﬁ'
T A ’.- - .l

' Q,levels was nct expected in the present proaéct however, as the proce- S

Py -

dures used here produce extraord1nar11y h1gh 1eve1s of soe1aT'1nterachon <




- PR . s Do ) .l Cte

v 1n-c1ass SOC1a] tutor1ng procedure..q I;n?il{”j-iff *if

.“ﬁgqr;}ﬁ ' 1 Po1nt System The~po1nt system was operated by a CORBEH con-,f"‘

-1; su]tant Each day the program was 1n eftect the conﬁultant and teacher R

]ed a br1ef c]ass me§t1ng wh1ch 1mmed1ately preceded the 1nterventmon ;;

’; recess per1od N.

'Q _-per1ods dur1ng the

. str1p) and extra t1me for regu1ar1y sched‘1ed"act1v1t1es (e g¥

free tTme, art?”

b. A pomt goa] for . day wWas announced: This goa;L was - oo

der1ved by’?1nd1ng the med1an percent soc1a] behav1or for the u@_éct

over the prev1eus three 0bservat1on days, add1ng one percentage po1nt I

, andustat1ng the number as a score wh1ch the class had to help the sub-'

Ject beat 1f they were te win the "recess game" that-day The goa] was ;_?:'f;,c,;

never set h1gher than one standard dev1at1on above the ch11d“% grade .

-..7 N o~

- -1eve1 mean for. soc1a] 1nteract1on - The goa1 1ater was used,a cr1teF?“~

1on for determ1n1ng whether to award the group back up act1v1t1es for the'f

é’?{ . da]. . - - . ,’f p o . . o
- : ) AR
: ¢ i v EQ .
- LIV ) . _
N e




c. Approx1mate1y three ch11dren were des1gnated each day-as

e :spec1a1 he]pers" to the subaect Ch11dren were to]d that as speC1a1
:'*--;'{jhelpers, 1t was the1r respons1b111ty to ta]k anﬁ play w1th the Subaect .

3wand thEreby help hlmfher earn po1nts for the day The ass1gnment of :

b~“;;h . 'playing and a]so he]p thewsubJect earn porntss'§$evera1 Th11dren usua]ly

o

. O:'

assumed th1s "non des1gnated helper" ro]e each day.

- - ' 'u, - ;,. r..-

e ' . TL'”
;“{g D d The subJect and’the ch1ldren who had beén des1gﬂated as

specxaT%@mﬂpeas were asked to name at least one game each wh1ch they

i’;‘ could. p]ay o’ he1p~earn Po1nts. Other . ch11dren aTso were. allowed o _”ft?;" “

-Q
suggest recess act1v1t1es 1f they volunteered to do so. 'The ch11dren

‘- . R ' :.-~:---~._ ‘___' , .

.;niif¢ai; w4 were encouraged to start p1ay1ng one of the,suggested activ1t1es to-'”
. _--:_,A'. ',_," ’ -
s gﬂmer assoonas they reached the p]ayground A]T ch11dren then were |

N

'excused for recess ";;i j g ;: iu'.s*ﬁf ;{}“ '

Q .3

3 . -

‘_The consu]tant Spent,the.recess per1od on th§ p]ayground w1th the -

| ";class.t Dur1ng th1s t1me 's/he prompted‘the ch1]d and h1s/her class-

T .

e ﬁ}; mates, to the extent necessary, to taTk and pTay together The consu]-“'T

v L
ATl ,', \‘»\, .

tant suggested age-approprlate games wh?%h woqu fac111ta¢e 1nteract10n
rfr .

‘-fil_'”flff' among the ch11dren and pra1sed chT]dren for choos1ng and starffng such -g ’ 7

games‘ As soc1a1 behav1or cont1nued “the eh11d was pra1sed 1nterm1ttent- T

f_" : ,f ly by the consu1tant and was rem1nded that such behav1or earned po1nts

'; The ch1Téren who ta}ked to and pTayed w1th the subJect a]so were pra1sed_J.;~

- . g G g
R for he1p1ng h1m/her earn po1nts L LA . _f A '-(? SRR

T
4

"1
]

-~
-




‘E?fjthe number of po1nts thet;",”
T ‘J R | :

- Each s1x-secon nie val on the code<Was scored as e1ther soc1a1 or
ER e S o )

17non soc1a1 based.on the behav1or o? the ch 1d dur1ng that br1ef

'”tvper1od Later,Gth1s Tnformat1on was converted to a percent of 1nter;

"estab11shed for the day If the numoer of po1nts earned was equal to or

’iﬁfgreater than the number needed the ent1re c1ass was awarded the act1v- B ;

Soc1a1 sk11]s tutor1ng Soc1a1 sk1lls tutor1ng, conducted by

P L T

the consultant, cons1sted of d1rect 1n§?¥uct1on 1essons 1n ?1ve con-'
cepts of soc1a1 1nteract1on -- 1n1t1at1ng 1nteract1ons respond1ng tor o s
the 1n1t1at1ons of others, cont1nu1ng 1nteract1ons a]ready underway, ‘j;

- -

tessons were based on scr1pts wh}ch had'

Samp]es of these scr1pts are 1ncTuded

e CLe i
Kt I

;'ERS Manua] for Consu]tants (see note 5) The 1essons were et

,‘v_‘.ﬂg each of . the f1ve day 1ntervent1on phases.

f On each day that the program
was in effect tutor1ng was conducted 3ust—pr1or to the cl SS:. 'ecess

AT SR ]

E ?T Soc1a] tutorlng sess1ons lnvolved the subJect and one c1assmate

for® f1ve consecut1ve program days The classmate was %EESEH for h1s/her

.

“; ab111ty to mode] appropr1ate soc1a1 behav1or A d1fferent c]assmate

T f._, S 57
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o
. ‘r\‘s.

s D R Voete, e —— -

o -'I nterventmgl phas : o :. . Q - R | ‘0 “ 7, ". 2 t ,E_
| w’th1" the ]ESSON, the consu]tant gave 1nstructions above the' ety
m,;‘_whether they understood the 1nformat1on Nexta,sihe role p1ayed;_b:
_,\g;positwve and negat1ve examp]es of the sk111 for the ch11dren, and _.j;ngi{;;

5.frna11y, 1nstructed the c1

t each phas:;;the consultant prov1ded

'between themselves. Througho,

';"fpraise and correct1ons to the ch11dren based on the1r responses.q,'f'
| The present research prOJect cons1sts of threejexperlments Iden-@}:;,'fﬂ

f;ﬁf “‘}' tica] procedures ‘Were used 1n each they dTZf%r only 1n terms of the‘

b ts 1nvoﬂved and the1r 1nterve*g

Gale L

: Exper1ment L

.
T

Three subgects one boy and two g]r]s, served'1n Experiment I B
TWo were f1rst gradens, the th1rd in fourth grade. The t1me 1ag between;-”;ﬂr
the\end of the1r First 1nvo1vement 1n the PEERS Program and the beg1n-'?irn;
S n1ng of\the foTTow up?1ntervent1on proy1ded in this proaect was approx1-';
mately ten‘months At the t1me o? 1n1t1a1 1ntervent1on for th ;ﬂ,ié
. | ch11dren, a]] of the present components o? the PEERS Program had not B
P:v‘_ been deve1oped Thus, the1r f1rst programs cons1sted of on1y two j.f,"
"L components - the recess based po1nt system and an 1n-c1ass Jo1nt task ’ e
procedure ‘The- or1g1na] po1nt system used was 1dent1ca1 to that
. descr1bed in the procedures sect1on above _“; ‘ ' _ :
' ._‘f;fif;;"} The- 3o1nt task a peer-pa1r1ng procedure, was run by the ch1]d s.-'“f'
.:~‘}.teacher It.cons1sted of pair1ng the ch11d w1th~one c]assmate each day ;r:e'i




;J;dur1ng a free-t1me or work per1od and ass1gn1ng the chl]dreﬁ to work"

g e
on some'act1V1ty together The act1v1ty Was e1ther an acadenus “"f_'*ffi'

”ih(e o f]ashcards’ word games) or.a. play (e q., tab]e gamesg bu11d1ng

' b]ocks) task The teacher pra1sed the ch11dren 1nterm1ttent1y for 1nter- o

‘fr _yfz _'act1ng dur1ng the 10-m1nute work or p]ay per1od The ass1gnment of the,f? R

’—_claSSmate W1th Whom the ch11d was pa1red rotated each day s0° that ‘over

}fhe course of approx1mate1y four schoo] weeks thﬁ ch1]d had an oppor-'»';;:'
_ttun1ty to 1nteract WTth each of the other ch11dren 1n{the c]ass t1ke

'?Ef;f;other structura] and task arrangements prev1ous1y descr1bed 1n the ﬁﬁﬁiﬁfi'n

B 8 1terature (Burgesg'and N1e1sen 1974 M1thaug and WD]fe 1976) the ‘

[LN

had any of them rece1ved any other serv1ces des1gned to 1ncrease the1r

1evels of soc1a1 1nteract1on WTth < bngQh]]dren?:v . ?_;,::ff

e m

- Two ?1rst graders, a boy and a glrl were 1nvo]ved in Experlment III o o

if%ch11dren had rece1ved the ent1re PEERS Program 1nc1ud1ng a]] of its pre- ;
. =
- sent“comoonents Thus, 1n add1t1on to the po1nt system and ao1nt task :

9!

\
2
RERAN 3
IR




or
S,

Y

.;?_... .

‘fﬂwere used-—--1n1t1at1ng 1nteract1ons, respond1ng to,the 1n1tiat1ons of

* 3
?r

v

s asked the chTTd and one'of h1s/her c]assmates

preceded the f1rst day of ,he h11d s recess po1nt 1ntervent;on.;7fhé'§;7

present Just prior te}each of the-da11y recess periods, the teacher

-to-p]ay together dur1ng :
A"

the recess period S/ﬁe also told. the chnldren that s/he wouid ask

o &

o

' what they,played and whether anyone else played with ;}h

them at the end of the mertod whether they p]aye@_togéther and 1f so,:_. o

q; - N

1
the ch1]d was asked to. verba]1ze th1s 1nformat1on, and the c]assmate

=

to ver1fy the ch11d s report The Chi]d was pra1sed both for truth- -:E

1 df ’

h1s/her he]p The purpose—of tﬁ1s procedure was to promote ch1]d lnter- .

-

act1on w1th c]assmates at t1mes of the day when the more structured

4

1ntervent10n procedures .~ The effect of us1ng "say what you d1d" to

produce "do1ng what- you- say" has been ca]ied verba] corr 6 ndence and .

1
v".“\I‘

. o
ERar

";*After recess -
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fFEsrae] and

haS§been déscr1bed 1n more deta11 by other authers
r961 1964a 1964b' R1s1ey and Hart, 1968~
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"c*'i”a"]’ ;Eeﬂha\'\iibr o

Tota]s of‘ 38 50 and

I

_ made 1n Expemments if‘H and III, ,reSpect'i*vely Between one ,and”z"

e -—{,

o .""four‘§uch chec%s were made m each pﬁase of the stuay foP each subJect. =

i

L Overaﬂ re‘habﬂ_ﬂ:y on the soc1a] beha—vmr '

-,
o

. oy '
the three exﬁeﬁments averaged 99, - 96 and

g earson product-md"ment eorre]atwn method.f These abtamed reh bilities = .

° compare favorab]y Wiih _fhé pre-estab‘hshed cr1ter1on of 80

Verba] Behavmr '

_,and 59‘ m Exper_ﬂ%\ ts I H

Rehabf,}, _"73' hé verbal beha\nor of sub;]ects

L P angp rs i -'1per1ment 111 el far. shrt of the ao Standa%prevmus_‘; -

, &5
1y set ta deﬁ ne ‘the: 11m1ts of acceptalﬂ’e agreement between.- observers

,,,,,,

For th1s reason, tﬁe reader s’-hau]d exereise eautwn m Jnterpretmg

% vé'bal behavmr data 4@ Expemment LY o R
: SRR 3 L S L . - o o ":_,..“ / i
) : ; ,;:'Eiﬁér-ﬁéﬁfzi 0 r ST ;
o A : ’ * e ' L 7. ,r.'.IL T .
T AH three subjects 1n Experiment I shoWed maintenagce within e /
; normative levels of sczc1 a] behav1or durfng the f1n31 base]ine per1od

p




»,

%

E T

?;;.

: noted when treatment procedures wj"

The sec1a1 behav1or of 1nd1v1dua1 ch11dren in Exper1ment I 15
e

graph1ca1ly presented in F}gure 15 Shaded areas on the graphs repre- =

' sent ‘the normatlve range (the mean iﬁdicatéd bj the héaVy hor1ioﬁta1

1]ne, pTus and m1nus one standard feyﬁatnon) of peer 1nvo1vement for 1f?'

each subJect s respect1ve grade TeViT

A three ch11dnen showed 1eve1s of soc1a1 behav1or cons1stent1y'“3°*'.f{y‘:

“ °

be]ow those of the1r peers and genera]ly be]ow grade norms throughout

1n1t1a1 base11ne per1ods Ihe soc1a1 behav1or of both subJects aﬁd;;

peers was h1gh1y var1ab1e throughout a]] baseline phases

stant1a1 for a]] three subJects

:nb1nt conttngency Kl) produced hngh 1eve1s of peer 1nvo1vement'

~ '

the pos1t1on of subaect and peer soc1a1 behav1or 1eve1s These effects *!

were,noted each t1me the package was 1ntroduced

o

‘-_ Some revers1on of subgecfslnvo1vement toward base11ne 1eve1s was

~.\ St 3

1ntervéht1on procedures boosted soc1a1 ,ehav1dr to more than one stan-

T -

. dard dev1at1on above grade norms, however, such reversion was td be )

L 5’_'

expected Nevertﬁ%]ess,_w1th successave treatment phases, 1' 13 of\the

u-ma1ntenance effect can be seen most c]early by compar1ng subJect levels

. . B o _: . .-@4.

PIN
T

I

: 1ntervent1on effect was: 1ost i h subsequent base11ne cond1t1on Th1s

i

Wi thd’a”n S1nce the power of the ) .

Sy
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5; B ”jof soc1a] behavior dur1ng the gg;rth base]1ne per10d w1th those“tnftheTfn_
_.1n1t1a1 base"“e C°hd1t16:'- Mﬁ"ﬁ_Wh1fﬁ§71U Tests_were—tonductea _?ff,f'ﬁ'; =
- between these sets of data and 1n the case of atT three subaects, 1— 55'.: :

i-ifsoc1a1 behav1or 1evels in’ Bﬁ§511ne 4 weneﬁslgn1f1cant1y h1gher than

-t
&

SEC. cI R

" those in Base'mne 1 -0 (7,9) = =11 0, p < :025 for SubJect A' i

U'(979) 20 5 p <. 05 for Subaect B, and U (8 17) = 22 5 p < 01

E ‘.(;li{._‘.- -

for SubJect 6 -- see Tabﬂe 3 An exam1nat1on of phase means ﬁrém
R Base]1ne I to Bas@ﬂ1ne 4 shows 1ncreases f _ _to 41 43“ for Sub-- 5
R ke K e
S _;-.aect A from 29, 98

48 89% for SubJect B

;!g'sfor SubJect C
' . T . :
i derable portron of the 1n1tna1 d1screpency betwée their péEr 1foi
: Lol B : e

~ment 1eve1s and th se of the1r classmates moved w1th1n-the norma]

ranges of soc1a] behav1or def1ned by the1r respect1ve grade norms, and r5 L

R

shoWed a‘stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease in peer relatTons over.“ﬁ

. %ul’ :n1t1a1 baseline levels , . v' - “?',i T ,;1 eg; =

| The 1nd1v1dua1 f1nd1ngs out11ned above, general]y are lpportéa;“
by group data as wel] F1gure 2 contrasts subaects and peers average
.il - ]evels of soc1a1 behav1or by phases for. a]] three expey1ment3* It:1s o il X

.L'

';clear that subject soc1a1 behav1or in Exper1ment I, 1n1t1a11g we]L be]ow .f;--“

N thé péér Ieve] was moved beyond the peer leve] w1th each 1ntroduct1on6 :'_ o

| .'Hz f”‘pof the tutor1ng and po1nt cont1ngency.. Mest 1mportantly for the presentv ff?

L .';'study, the1r 1nvo]vement w1th c]assmates was maTnta1ned at. the peer ;'ftiiﬁéégﬁ:

_vifhii f"level by the fourth base§1ne cond1t1on- ':f'p~..hﬁ “ﬂb‘";z : -
T L :.~:__-__;‘f- o .Péifﬁééﬁ;;ﬁéfbaii i'éehafvffar'- R LT

G The verba1 behav1g of th three'spbgects=1n Experiment - I'is- . - " -.”

e e -7 " : . L j . ; ‘ Lot _- ) ' ..',;_ - 4--.; : i v-., - ‘i.~
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TABEE 3T T

<

U
ot
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E

-

f? xf:E_.i 75; ;2 3 ,.iih::', ﬂ‘gg;:; .

I - S e - R

SR *This.subaect had two 1n1t1a1 base11ne phase§7§9ta1'ﬁ§ 1276§j§;”"f;{7'

R Th1 nper1od was comprised of ‘two segments2 ninezand eight days ST
AR | & Tength: respect1ve1y,dseparated by a. time. lag. - The U'value-"" -~ . .
.. -a:.reported here was obtained by comparing the second © 'thesg R '
. 7. .- segments (that which %égt,1mmed1ate1y‘p'eceded interygn: ) P
.+ with the-final_ base11ne ﬁ!i]od A .comparison of, the!
:_l?iggywperlogfw1th final base}1ne phase y1e1ds_
P ‘of appnox1mate1y 06*& -‘T _ :
e oy 2 o

- . . Lo T e

R 7

o
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fbr verba] behav1or. Thus verba] norms are the same.for a]l subJects_ TR

-

“~

"seW?ﬁe phase, mov1ng w1th1n the normat1vé Féhée,_ _

td.the

"1slher peers d1v1ded by the nuAEér oF oppéi%un1t1es-for nem1Qat1onx_']j

! Peer data represent the average of these pertentages for the chl]d)

G c]assmates.‘57:"ﬂ-;égé_;f

, R
Quest1on 1 of the SOC1eme£rac pnocedure'

e ﬁ;ifff- pTaymate prefef:ﬁces in ?reé’%lay‘g t1en§\\t_ choo] and was most =

presentat1ve,of the s1tuat10ﬁ 1n*wh1c iiﬁgngent1on was eonducted

o s
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st B Questwn 2h it T
1 Peers | . B EE " ears. colSubj | Peers ||
“Subject | Pre T Post] ] Pre | Postj ~ / | Pre | Post] .--Pre Post gl Pre | Postl | Pre | Post|
1T 1 -1 =1~ 11 .. AT R DR S I
bk Basalsaet- e soler. sl [33.33(23.08] |98.33(63.08| |« 8.33)15. 38418625/ 67.69

|8 pooojescel) o.0o|3:8  [BBYIN6.09 3T IB0.0E 1388912353 /31,78 38:24).
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-Erp.,fﬁ' 45.1_9; 62\;;5.0125;‘87 062 ‘;6352’5{1.‘88{_' I38.’60 38ﬁ ‘58.8@-;;;;; 07" [34.58/38.90)
L *F rcent of opporturg1t1es on wmch the mdmdual wasﬂ nonnnated bylff' §ji(er peers AR
SRR dups m“gm %to Tiake jou the captainof & team ayl want you' to pz.k"sm people to beon your team mti‘
s ,' o ,}@ 29 tththEW _'Jres " ;"\.,_“f." A -' ;. , ' \ , ; ‘

_ -, RS e . ~ : 'Qs o
bim@ﬂ%eacher has- sa" that you can p1ck; SiX people*toﬁ,wor,k o‘n a pmaect Wi th you i Pmnt to thE'tY‘

Pmtures" N B SRR ES R




'”Tiwere rated as,cons1derab1y ]ess a’

‘*;of the prOJec

) G s

, ;: : approach1“9 or match1ng peer rat%ng ]eve]s.

S *"’““f"i‘?éfpfé?éféﬁces i‘i *ﬁ v T
- iﬁueet1onw2 askedgghaldren_ab%ut 22§1r pre" 5 - :
1§é§fn;eiass-workétaskﬂ- QnIyKSubJect c showed an 1ncrease ?Fém pre- to“ 5;7
pcie ﬁ%‘:nég 6évth%s meaghref:;ar se:hass1ng her peers;7. wor .;;4

Sy the end of the prqaecth

resve@*\w

at

:7 €T1m1nated nuch of the ¢1strepancy or v1rtuaﬂly | ‘
?eve?s on aj? three’ﬁﬁgseedhEiju‘?f L ;;;f\'i:;fjfhgkjh';:';h

-
Y




‘; Teacher Rat1qg_ ,

»

‘1ment I 1mproved in soc1a1 beﬁav1or be ween the beg1nn1ng;and—end of

Th1s 1m9rovement 15 shown on both Part I and Part IT of

. the project.

1;rat;ng sca]e In contraSt 'th rat1ngs on subaects

”l{' c]assmates shoy 0 spec1f1c tnend in Part I and a dece1erating effeét

in Part II '*f"b$[t*,' 7";’ifi S

- o - ) - ; s - . f‘_ NS

1nit1a11y, aJl three subJects were rated 1eweF than the1r c]ass-,fﬁf;f"

4‘._ s

’..'i »matesson both parts ef the ratings sca]e.~ By the end ef the proaect,.}'fx.

cases subaects d1d not atta1n peen!ratwngs levels, the smal1er%gap at

i ;fii;e3“ f_post-test prayideswsome ev1dence that fﬁe?r teachers perceived f@?rove- '_;;;

Tﬁb out of\%he hree subaects 1n EXper1ment I shpwed 1ncrea 5. ?: .
i DR A SOP
3te~past~proae t occas1ons;; The th1?& sub-. %5 T

:.Aﬁ‘ DT .
‘ ‘ LA
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nferact1on on most occas1ons_,

i."".:":':'.':— Cemdne TETL ..

~

. Dur1ng'the second base]1ne per1od three out of the four SubJects:::

base%ane peraads By the end of the study, h1s soc1a1 behav1
/

; % behaV1or,’dn1t1a]1 '*iige

E ;f that treatment projedures were 1mp1emen§bd.{_f | jf?

v ey

;j‘ P ) e i N gl :;g‘géé

° -Ti .pertods and between subJect and peer soc1a1 behaV1or dur1ie f”’” 3 1%:'5.32

:ff:%M»A became w1der W1th each s%?sequent treatment‘re?ahd11ca' 8 o
RO . / 3 '(;\ e B X G . v

. . R ; ~f;7. '7?@ ..; . '. 7 o ;
S Pereent Verb Béhévidr

are pres nted gg F1gune 5
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CA

. . Lo e . T . . . ._é"‘. l.
0n1y,§ub3ect '«feFBaT BeEanor"WHicE-initialiy was-
' . R Y Y -
be]ow normat1ve 1e";. o Sve bal behav1or of subsects F and G Was

w1th1n the normat1ve»;: {ffrf}?ng the 1n1t1a] base]1ne per1od I

appears that the verbgtﬁfffggti-fof subJects in Exper1ment 11 was not”

-

On quest1on 1 wh1ch dea11?uﬁ’h ch11d§gn stplaymate preferences 1n B

‘.-4

. . ‘( .
rece1ved by peers 4rf ‘*‘

Quest1on 2 dea]1ng w1th partner preferencesvﬁn an in- c]ass 301nf

work s1tuatmon produced s1m1]ar changes across ‘ratings. Initially f"."

‘rated less often as preferred partners than. were the1r classmates all
four’ subaects made substantial ga1ns 'Three of them began to close.the

subaect peer gap. Subaect F, whose 1n1t1a] ‘rating nearly equal]ed t;at

of h1s peers, fell s11ght1y further beh1nd his’ c1assmates due to an

- - - . . N . oo
~ - .- r

-1ncrease in the peer Tevel. S o .-7-;

*

On quest1on 3 which asked ch11dren to state the1r playmate pre-.

ferences for an ‘out-of-= schoo] s1tuat1on a]] four subJects moved from -

1n1t1a1 rat1ngs well below those of the1r peers to post rat1ngs Wh1ch* ;

approached and 1n two-cases, equa]]ed those of the1r c]assmates
, G- .
R ¥

5

=
-




PAY

v essentma]Ty unchanged dur1ng th1s same per1od By the study s end*
A"
ch1]dren who 1n1t1a11y occupig 1ow status p051t1ons WIth1n the1r

Teachers rated all, subJects as 1mprov1ng in. soc1a1 behav1or from L

\ the beg1nn1ng to the end of - the 1nvest1gat1on. ThTS 1mprovement s
e }
\ shown 1n both parts of the teacher S Soc1a] Interact1on Rat1ng Scale

(see Tab]e 5) Bur1ng th1s sarie. t1me, téachers rat1Q§s of other ch1]d-
o \ren 1n their- c]assrooms rama1ned stab]e ' |
'ﬁe In1t1a] 1arge d1screpanc1es between rat1ngs rece1ved by-subgects

and)by the1r peers were dramat1ca]]y reduced, a]though not e11m1nated Jg'
) R

A]] teachers rated the subaécts 1n the1r c]asses as be1ng far 1ess~

devwant from tYP1ca11y 1nteract1ng ch11dren at’ the end than they had at
 the onset of the study: e T R
.-\\' S : o - .
.

o Parent Rat1ngs

.

Parent rat1ngs of these four subaects show a trend s1m11ar to that .

'seen in teacher rat1ng data (see Tab]e 6) In1t1aT1y, a]] subaects 1n

o Exper1ment 11 were rated by the1r parents as being 1ow 1nteract1ng c§11d- -
ren in contrast to the moderate]y to h1ghLy 1nteract1ve rat1ngs Sy
parents\of the1r peers AT subaects,showed 1mprovement 1n parent rat-

' a'1ngs from pre- ‘10 post exper1menta] assessments, wheréas\the rat1ngs

. s s ) N ~ -

) . . <
g
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rece1ved by the1r c]assmates rema1ned essent1a]1y unchanged -TWo of-

“the four subaects 1n Exper1ment II made cons1derab1e progress toward

jthe-rat1ng IeVeIS of the1r peers The two rema1n1ng ch11dren surpassed ;:

‘;‘.", -
2 [

B hr jEXperiment'III ‘ L .

.- . . - PR - '
y . - - ~ . - [} -
13 . . . . N . - . - -
t . - - . . ~

. The resu]ts of Exper1ment III are m1xed----gge of the two subJects

\

cont1nued peer 1nvo]vemené dur1ng the final base11ne phase whereas the

other dld not. ‘Both showed 1mprovement in peer,.teacher, and;parent :

ratinés. ’VerbaT_behaVior,data.showed;no ciear'effects.“" U (.fA
"0 Percent Social Béhaviar\ B S R

cowt

6raph1c data represent1ng the 1nd1v1dua1 performances of the two

.~_.;.;.':;

subJects in Exper1ment 111 are presented 1n F1gure 6 o _1 ; »;
- Inﬂt1a1 baseline performance for both subaects was h1gh1y var1ab1e,
but genera]]y at 10wer 1eve1s than’ those of the1r cTassmates The : mean ' ?

IeveIS were approx1mate1y one standard dev1at1on be]ow grade f””J'.

Introduct1on of 1ntervent1on procedures brought about 1 rge and

{.
rap1d changes in soc1a1 behav1or 1eve1s cons1derab1e reduct1ons 1n vak- . _

1ab111ty fbr both ch11dren, and in most 1nstances, reversed the 1nvo]ve:

9

‘ment 1eve1s of subaects and peers. These changes were noted each t1me ‘
: : . -

-

t at tWeatment cond1t1ons were app11ed T e

i . }\,

' Dur1ng the second base11ne cond1taon SubJect J's soc1a1 behav1or
\

L.
norm. Subgect H however, reverted to a degree of peer 1nvo]vement

wh1ch averaged beIow the normat1ve range for her grade _By the fourth :
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base11ne per1od Subaect H desp1te haylng responded we11 to the 1nter-

‘.
- .

vent1on proceddres when they were 1n effect dropped to.a 1eve1 of i

-

soc1a1 behav1or wh1ch was even 1ower than her~?ase11ne performan ?

-~

Subﬂect J however, cont1nued to show 1ncreased soc1aT Behavwor 1evels,

Jf - t

1n1t1a1 base11ne 1eve1 of social behav1or -= U 9 11) 24 ﬁ p < 95

- Group data for the subjects across base11ne per1od§ showed 1ncreas4'

i - /fJ
1ng performance unt11\the f1na] phase in wh1ch the exceed1ng1y\10w :,""

1eve1 of SubJect H brought the group,average down be1ow,peerxf§vels

’ IR Percént;verba1 BéhaVior;'

B R i o < = : oo L

.

1S

\

The verba} behaVTpr qf ExDer]mﬁ:;{IIE'Eubjééts ;g.pféséﬁtéa_f,giz'if
R R

gnaph1ca11y in F1guré 9 S i*;‘v}"'i" 7_° é"" SR
e . . ro . - (.;
During the 1n1t1a1 base11ne per1od both subaects engaged in Verbal

° -~ A "l. i
)ehav1or much 18ss often than d?d cht]dren 1n the normat1ve samp]e,. f

LY

Fa111ng about one standard dev1at1on be 1ow the normat1ve mean ~ Bothi

AL - .

AN
h1ldren showed s]1ght 1ncreases 1n verba? behav1or when 1ntervent1o',

Jroceduredeere 1ntroduced and sT1ght decreases when the procedures W' e

~emoved ‘Th1s pattern -contnnued across phases unt11 the f1na1 reversa'

¢

)er1od SubJect H. showed a re1at1ve1y uarge drop in verbal behav1or to -

lear zero deve]s whereas SubJect J ma1nta1ned a verba1 1eve1 equ1va1ent
¢

0 fhe 1mmed1ate]y&preced1ng 1ntervent1on phase, but bane]y w1th1n the )
jormative range. - S B
. - ’ ’ P .

’ . . - ) ~

3t
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Both subaects made ga1ns 1n peer tat1ﬁgs on qyestmon 1 (free-p?ay _'

tt1ng) wh1]e c]assmftes of Subaect H showed a odest gaﬁn and those '

:"71

of SubJect c] showed a shght deehne (see Tab.]é 4 Ag the pre test
,,,,,,,, /

were other ch11dren 1n the c]ass Because her gaﬂn from pre-test to

'post*test w 11ght]y smaﬂler than that made by her peers, however,'a'1

mode%t d1screpancy between her status and that of her peers was shown by

the study s end SubJect Hy on the other hand occup1ed a 2} ked]y Lﬁg

h1gher p1aymate status than h1s c1assmates at the beg1nn1ng of the prb-

aect then 1ncreased‘h1s status over. the1rs fol]ow1ng the 1ntervent1on

moved frem a sl1ght def1c1t to a sl1ght advantage 1n workmate status, .

*Ti _..-.'-“.:' O ___;j

wh11e SubJect J ma1nta1ned the h1gher status he he]d at'the beg1nn1ng of

,

the pVOJect The results for quest1on 3 were s1m11ar*"’;‘, -if;i >

E

Grouped'\gsoc1ometr1c scores; heavﬂy 1nﬂuenced by the very h1gh

rat1ngs received by SubJect J showed the ch11dren e1ther 1ncreased or\J

s -r“ - '

mannta1ned the1r status advantages over the1r“e]assmates between pre-»

. A

and post test assessments om. a]] three'measures Peer scores, 1n con-

trast e1ther rema1ned the-same or 1ncreased on]y sﬁ1gﬁ§’§ . :f;_j J}gf

IEﬂChermﬂgs : ‘; . '.‘- ;. .<:-;‘.'_' ‘" e .

Both subJects showed not1ceab1e?1ncreases in teacher rat1ngs From

pr 419 post test assessment Sn Part I of the teacher s rat1ng scale,

oh‘Part.II SGBaect J sho ed a s1n11ar 1ncrease wh11e Sub H dropped

.

&x.

B N N
S i o
] _1 7
. . o



. ""éﬁgﬁtxy‘ .(see';afsw'sj © 'The classmates of Subject H showed ari increase
in téacher ratings on Part I only.. - tlassmates of Subject J showed no

change or sma]] decr 1Ses .. Thus Subsect H made no ga1n 1n‘teacher

rat1ng when eompared to her peers, whereas SubJect J made eonsiderable

L] _. .
£

o When teacher ratJngs fo’ thé EW ' h11dren are cons1dered together and

compared to the1r c] te S5 subaect rat1ngs approa\hed those rece1ved
: . N -
by the1r peers fo1low1ng h ervent1on SR o
.o . - e 3 ' * ?_' . K .o .o - . . i~
gg Both subsects showed 1ncreases 1n parent rat1ngs between f1rst and
: w
secand r§t1ngs (see TabTe 6) wh1]e onJy Subaect»d s*peers:made a sma]]
o ’
. 1ne#§§se; Thus, both subJeets made ga1ns in. parent ratings exgr their
; \ - . ‘> ,." L o s N
peers on tﬁ1s measure - T . o
-._. . t ‘,. . :" ; ‘j. - < . % . -
R . : \ ' oS
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5
Bata col]ected on ch11dren S overa]1 1 ve] ofz;oc1a1 behav1or show T

'that the 1ntervent1on package cons1st1ng of soc1a] sk1]]s tutor1ng and

J N -‘;' P e

in peer 1nteract1on for all subJects edch time that the package was in | L

troduced. These data prov1de fd#ther evidence to support the f1nd1ngs :-;';'

of prev1ous stud1es (Hops Wa1ker- and Greenwood, in press; Hops,,Gu1]d e

F1e1schm¢nq,and Pa1ne€}Note 173 Hops, Pa1ne F]e1schman -and Gu11d S

Note 18) concern1ng the effect1veness of PEERS Prog;am 1nterventaon ;i :‘

- - R
. ]

componEnts for nncreas1ng the hﬁteract1ve behav1or of soc1a1]y w1thdrawn"

(_

ch1]dren. 0ﬁ}pr1mary 1mportance in’ th1s study,jhowever, are the effects;
o ’ .

>.

behav10r 1n subsequent base11ne phases— From the.results obta1ned 1t

B . P

appears poss1b]e that 1ntervent1on "booster shots can fac111tate ma1n- ; -.:__

tenance of 1nteract1Ve behav1or for p(ev1ous]y treated soc1a1]y w1th-‘_¥3;"
drawn ch1]dren Th1s conc]o31on 1s baséd on’the f1ndTng that foT]ow1ng ' j;' -

% p1ementa§;on’of the repeated treatment strategy,‘four of the f1ve pre--“-

\'- 0

t1ve range for their respect1ve grade ]eve]s, whereas on]y one o? tﬁe i
, -
Four prev1ous]y untreated subJects d1d so-- Aithough-these results are

not unequ1voca1 they dooexceedaqnteract1on ]eve]s wh1ch-wou]d have been ‘ ’ .

pred1cted from respect1ve base]1ne‘1eve]s of subaeets soc1a] behavror

: I « .0 SN L e
B .; N B . s . -- . A,'.t"-" . :t.\»:',}.l.:j . o .,_'. ,_. _ : ..-. . .
~~ . B ™ S -t Lo SR
. ' . SRR . K - . . ; cAmet L - R

L 3
i



Poss1b1e Exp]ana;1ons of’tha1ned Ma1htenance Effects ,:;

0 - - . - B - . ,‘,.'l;;-

R '
s >
. .
A0 ; HE :
R . - . . Y . - g . . e -
. =5 . ‘f L S AR
. - - . el . . . .
A - - - - BRI . R
3

Socia] Entrapment SIS Lo T

. R ) . . e . .
o - x = T,

';,- ene exp]anatfon for the ma1ntenance effects wh1ch were obtalned f:;~

?2 h S study is. Baer and lef s (1970) entrapment hypothes1$‘ Bre1f1y |
- 'e tated the entrapment not1on suggests that 1f the 1nteract1ve behavzor, i

< to. part1c1pate in on-go1ng péeﬁ,group'§7t1vit1es such 1nteraction pos-

s1b]y can be ma1nta1ned by the natura]]y occurring reinforcers contro]1ed

o i
\ by the peers even fo]1ow1ng d1scont1nuat1on of a structured 1nterVen-~

-

; tion A]though the not1on of entrapment,1s an, 1ntr1gﬁtng p0551b111ty

.

and was fjrst offered aimpst ten years ago on]y one study 1nvo1v1ng onbf

' one subaect had been offered?support of the hypothe:ms\prmr to the

.Q

I AR

}present research ST -

3

e o The strategy wh1ch Baer and Wo]f used to ach1eve the entrapment

"{effect was an 1n€ervent1on con51st1ng of pr1m1ng and reiﬁfereement pro-

s cedures émBéddéd~ﬁithin a fépéaféa tréatmént (reversa]) deS1gn. ;Ih .
| Eo
;epeated treatment des1gn wqth mu1t1p1e subJécts 1s.5uﬂ1-su1ted fbr

L ) . v e

study1ng g‘e entrapment phenomenon, s1nce it requ1res a]ternat1ng>per19ds

'

*of treatment and non~treatment cond1t:ons. N1th th1s des1gn, 1f subaect

\,

l&ff 1nteracR1ons.show 1nereas1ng res1staﬁce to ext1nct1on w1th each suba
sequent - 1n7roduct1on and removal of the 1ntervent1on procedures, ev1denoe
;?,'accrues,to support the entrapment hypothes1s Because of its su1tab11-
‘1ty for in”’ 1gat1ng éntrapment and*1n an.. effort to 1nvest1gate
further the-entrapment hypothes1s, the* reversaT des:gn.was used 1n the
? p’_senZStudy wath the soc1a] sknlls tutor1ng/recess po1nt system as the

B repeated treatment z ‘_J;J."C:JJ‘: A f_'gg s o B e

2. - -
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\ L. BN L ' N T L. -

»
~
el

i 4l
-

3
’



+
.
4

*
1

\
untreated ch11dren can be 1nterpreted as prov1d:ng further ev1dence to

support t‘oncept oT-‘ soc1a1 entrapment That 1s;~ 1t is poss1b]e that--

the Eont1nued 1nteract1on of these ch1Ydren,dur1ng treatment reversa]

perlods came under the contr01 of natura]]y occurr1ng re]nforcers - T

“ - . . P )

exerted by the1r respect1ve peer groups.‘;f/f'h - .‘kgf : .o
; . i '; (.u,_- o o E N ’ o

N R . Lo RS T L o I ) t

Tw .
f.

e -~

_* ¢ - -x_'

forcement de11very* The most genera] d1st1nctTon to be found there1n B

-, .

s e L

1s befween contqnuous.and 1nterm1ttent Shedules - that resrstance of

P

behav1or to ext1nct1on 1s greater fo]]onnng 1nterm1ttént re1nforcemeht

thanv1tf1s after cont1nuous de11very The ovaous 1mp11cat1on for ah~

R '

vest1gat1ons of ma1ntenance 19 app11ed sett1ngs 1s that 1ntervent1ons -

whi %h schedule re1nforcement de11very on aﬁ 1nterm?ttent bas1s are more

l1ke1y to produce durab]e effects than those wh1ch do not _;z-;

I Iﬂﬂthe present study,.consultant pra1se and pe1nts Were de11vered

rnterm1ttent]y throughout a11 1nterveh§1on phases a]though back-up

~e1nforcers were, prov1ded each day ‘that the ch11d met’ the pre- determ1ned‘ L

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

’r1ter1on number of po1nts However, what cou]d be cons1dered a coro]-‘

lary of the 1nterm1ttent schedu]1ng of re1nforcers was 1n effect here —-f"‘

the 1nterm1ttent schedu11ng of . intervent‘oh. Intervent1on was ot A

e yoo
>chedu1ed cont1nuous1y, but on]y on an on of? bas1sf To the extent that';

-h1s pract1ce represents an 1nterm1tteij schedu11ng parad1gm, 1t,m1ght

:e expected to produce effects which are more res1stant to ext1nct1on e

.,.:_‘ " T . ;:. . 1}*3 : . i 7 J,‘-'.I
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. than would continuous %ﬁiéﬁéﬁﬁéﬁééf&ég days: Further, # is %

‘that th1s arrangement accounts 1n part for the ma1ntenance effects
':wh1ch were obta1ned here However, it 1s a}so poss1b1e that 1nterven--

fiv't1ons became both pred1ctab1e and d1scr1m1nat1ve for the subJects, due

o to the repeated 1ntroduct1on and removal of program cond1t1ons. Pred1ct-

,.strategies and m1ght also he]p to ‘accotnt ‘ for the fa11ure of some sub-r

h Jects to show pers1stent tréqtnent ef?ects

’Cogn1t1ve Integrafﬁon ﬁf -fgp'g;;r

iteach ch11dren some bas1c concepts of appropr1ate soc1a1 1nteract1on’3

) ;iab111ty and d1scr1m1nab111ty run counter tovgood programmed ma1ntenance S

R

. ’t
i
<

) component@zjt s poss1b1e that me1ntenance effects wh1eh were obta1ned

are part1a11y attr1butab]e to the cogn1t1ve or conceptua] character1s-

_t1cs of that component The tutor1ng procedures 1nve]ved an attempt to f '

(1n1t1at1ng,frespond1ng, cont1nu1ng, cooperat1ng, and peer pra1S1ng)f

Support for the use of‘th1s component was drawn from the research onj

' .coach1ng (Oden and Asher, Note 8 Oden, Asher, and Hyme1 Note 9)

iJQf

v,was hypothes1zed that 1f the ch1]dren could be taught some bas1c con-
ﬁcepts through the use of the po1nt system, they m1ght be abte to 1ncrease_}

'and ma1nta1n 1nteract1on w1th the1r peers Effects of the soc1al tator-

-~

-“il1ng component of the 1nterVent1on package used here cannot be ru]ed out ﬂ'

'-7as a contributing agent to the ma1ntenance ‘evidenced by some ch11dren >

involved in th1s study _ :‘ ‘ .;' _' o ; :/f- §

Bthen,Explanations R




w01 R

schedu]1ng, and cogn1t1ve 1ntegrat1on a]so can be used to exp1a1n ma1n- N

-~ .

tenance of soc1a1 respond1ng dur1ng ext1nct1on. E1rst one m1ght say

that soc1a] 1nteraction became 1ntr1ns1ca11y re1nforCTng for the-ch11d-3"

ren, but such an explanat1on is 11tt1e more than a na1ve vers1on.of the

entrapment hypothes1s, since 1t wou]d be v1rtua11y Tmposs1b1e to sepa— .'

"

B ~‘?-"'V'

%%S soc1a1" nature Further, ‘One also'm1§ht say that 1t was the,game
1nvolvement or the "sport" of the soc1a1 1nteract1ons wh1ch supported % o ‘
coﬁtiHUéd péer 1nvo]vement dur1ng treatment reversaT'-- and: this could
be-the case == but aga1n 1t wou]d be 1mposs1b1e to separate the soc1a1
contact From the game structures 1n ch11dren s p1ay at these ages (6 9),

and thus th1s exp]anat1on is not usefu1 Fana]]y, one m1ght pred1ct

that the ma1ntenance effects ach1eved are only temporary, and that g1venp
3 longer per1od of ma1ntenance eva]uat1on, ch11dren s soc1a1 ‘behavior

=ventua11y m1ght fa11 back toward baseline 1eve1s ' Th1s is a very rea1

p0551b111ty, the 11ke11hood of which can on]y be determ1ned by future
research; If further 1nvest1gat1on d1d* in fact* revea1 that entrapment
=ffects were on1y temporary, then add1t1ona] treatment "booster shots“” I
vould have to be schedu]ed or some other ma1ntenance strategy programmed |

|n1an attenpt to Jngrease the durability of soc1a1 behavior following
intervention. o T | C L

. To this point, only the maintenance effects of five.of the nine <

subjects in this:study have been discussed. The faidure of the remaining
‘our children to show durability of intervention effects requires a = -

;epé?ate discussion and will be taken up shortly.

1
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‘Social Validation . - - o ¢
R . S : -
- Most major discussions of the aé?iﬁ?ﬁg characteristics of behavior .
] 1ys1s m the past ten years (1 ., Baer, Wo]f & R1s1ey, 1968) have

,

. 1dent1f1ed the soe1a1 or app11ed’1mportance of behav1or chan@e as one'\\

of the Cr1ter1a aga1nst wh1ch Behav1ora1 1ntervent1ons shou]d be eva]-
'uated The current]y emerg1n§ techno]ogy of. soc1a1 va11dat1on of?ers -
Bt 's v r§1~approaches to a 51ng the 1mportaNCE‘of behavtors targetted

}' for change and for changes aetua]]y ach1eved

e e

Normat1veeDataf R

As one approach to soc1aT va11dat1on Wa]ker & Hops (1976) and
| kazd1n (1977) have recommended the pract1ce of compar1ng a child's per-“.
formance dur1ng or subsequent to 1ntervent1on w1th the. performance of
non referred/non treated peers on | the same- measure. _' ,""‘ 'ip -
In the present study, data co]]ected on the w1thdrawn ch11dren S .
peers in the recess sett1ng serves as a standard aga1nst wh1ch to eval-
o uate the soc1a1 or app11ed 1mportance of the behav1or changes wh1ch have
_been produced w1th the subgects through 1ntervent1on The subaectslwho
' ev1denced cont1nued 1nteract1on dur1ng treatment reversa1 phases ma1n-
ta1ned the1r 1eve1s of soc1a1 respond1ng within the norma] range of -
soc1a1 behav1or for thE1r reSpect1ve grade 1eve1s " That the malnta1n1ng
.- ch11dren were 1nteract1ng within: nonmalwranges of social behav1or by the

stant1a11y be1ow those:of their peers at the beg1nn1ng of the proaect,

speaks for the app]]ed 1mportance of these resilts:

R
b

4
~
I3
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Behav1or Rat1ngs P o A

B ' . : e

Kazd1n a]so has recommended a second approach to soc1a1 va11- SR

rat1ngs made on subaects soc1a1 behav1or by s1gn1f1cant persons in-
the1r natura] env1ronments.v In the present study, subJects peers,
teachers, and parents cbmpleted rat1ng procedures reflect1ng the1r per-b :

cept1ons of changes 1nlsub3ects soc1al behavuor pr1or and subsequent to

1ntervent1on In genera] the sub cts 1n A11- three exper1ments were R '\"“
‘ . — = H }—
nom1nated more. often by the1§ peers as preferred p]aymates and Were

rated mqre h1gh1y by the1r teachers and by the1r parents as’ soc1a11y

competent ch1]dren at the end of the study than.they were at the- beg1n- -f‘ .i '

n1ng Further, these post prdject nom1natnon and rat1ng 1evels ap-

- .
e

proached those attalned by suoagcts non-w1thdrawa peers These-ga1ns
corroborate 1ncreases in. actual SOC{?1 behav1or shown dur1ng 1nterven-x

t1on and reversa] per1ods for ma1nta1n1ng subJects, bu? reflect actua} ;.f E ;

.......
..‘ e T e

behav1or changes on]y 1n 1ntervent1on for non ma1nta1n1ng subJects
Th1s outcome was ach1eved even though nom1nat1ons and rat1ngs,were con-» -
. ) o

ducted on]y dur1ng the initial’ base11ne and Final reversal phases - It

is tempt1ng to conc]ude ‘that rat1ng agents were abIe to perce1ve actual

behav1or change dur1ng final base11ne per1ods for a 1 subJects, but such

changes for non-ma1nta1n1ng subJects s1mp]y were - 7t present* ATthough

th1s va11dat1on of behav1or change for ma1nta1n1ng subJects is 1mportant, 7
the apparent percept1on of chdnge for non—ma1nta1n1ng subaects when '2_7"’
thange was not’ present is somewhat problzmat1c ) 3; , f | - B f;‘:

On the sur?aceiﬁéﬁi rat1ngs va11dat on procedures used here have

served the1r purpose - that of check1ng subJects behav1or change as




T B A ‘ ol. =
perce1ved by s1gn1f1cant_others in their respect1ve natura] env1ron-; -

-

’me”tsi and Tess d1rect]y, determ1n1ng whether these persons were sat1s- _
-y 3 |
f1ed w1th the outcomes ach1eved In genera], 1t appgars that the
: A
peers, teachers, and parenfs of non-ma1nta1n1ng subJects perce1ved the '

A -

R same 1mprovement and expressed the same degree of sat1s?act1on as d1d :;*i,

ﬁ those of subaects who cont1nued §o 1nteract dur1ng reversa1 per1ods

-r\

Tﬂs, 1t appears that raters e1ther cou]d not d1scr1m1nate between 1n-

7 . \v..

tervent1on and reversa% cond1t1ons -= 1n wh1ch ease more sens1t1ve
rat1ng proced'wfsf rg eater delayS\Setween the end of 1ntervent1on and"‘f;i

_ the comple 1on of the f1na1 rat1ng are needed --.or'th t they were re—-: ;,;

fspond1ng mere]y to the demand characte 1st1cs of the rat1ng s1tuat1on --i;f

'jthat s1nce the target ch1]d.was 1nv01v:>\an an 1ntervent1on proaect .
1s/he must be 1mproved (a Hawthogpe effect\\ Because of th1s 1atter

h::*poss1b1]1ty, the results of the rat1ng procedures used here, as e]se-

Ehfwhere, must nec e rlly be 1nterpreted w1th caut10n and conservat1sm, -

’ ' * P .
and more exact1ng rat1ngs va11dat1ng procedures must be sought Onlyf.

when,both observat1ona] and rat1ng data agree that someone has 1mproved

fand4eya]uat1on\strategnes (see Schne]]e, 1974)

g75{7 ¢ Non:maihtenancefEffects_'

. :, :

,,,,,

{th1rd reversa] phase appeared to show discr1m1nat1on, rather than gener-

a]ization, effects across time.; A]though a]] ch11dren ‘gained entry 1nto

4
thetrtpeer groups dur1ng the t1me that the 1ntervent10n procedures were

in effect; these.chtldren; pr1mar11y the prey1dusly untreated subJects,

- . S ’ s . o : .
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s term1nated.\ S \ a] poss151e

L a@

or 53c1a1 behav1or when treatment Wa

1rcumstances can. be used to exp1a1n th1s outeome 3=E . 3;?;

S T T . L N S T

g

reatment 1nteract1on ' That 1s, 1t 1s poss1b1e that both age and grade\\ 4

re var1ab1es contr1but1ng to obta1ned ma1ntenanee in th1s repeated
. o \ .

reatment strategy if younger ch1]dren dre less Ttkely to d1scr1m1n§te

reatment from non—treatment condrt1ons, as 1s poss1b1e then perhaps

\ '\

hey are more 11ke1y to benef1t from treatment "booster shots“‘than are _f

lder ch11dren who m1ght qu1ck1y'fOrm that dlscr1m1nat1on on the bas1s t:;v

f the "on aga1n off—aga1n" nature of the programm1ng strategy The»
ubJect in the Baer and WOlf study who became sdt1al]y "trapped" Was a’ J

re- schoo] ch11d, the ma1nta1n1ng subJects 1p the present study Were

.« e .

hree f1rst graders a th1rd grader, and a fourth grader._ The non-

rader A]though these resu%ts conta1n exeept1ons to the age X treat-
N

ent 1nteract1on not1on (two o]der ch11dren ma1nta1ned';one younger .

r

hild d1d not), the poss1b111ty 1s an 1nterest1ng one wh1ch cou]d be .

idressed 1n future resear heooo e

L.

‘et

R U T

Genera] d1fferences in performance,1n reversal phases between pre-

lously treated and prev1ously untreated SUbJECtS a]so cou]d be exp1a1ned

’a "t1me Jn treatment" hypoth Prev1ous1y treated subaects had

o,
..

'ce1ved from 20 to ¢0 ‘days’ of 1ntervent1on to increase the1r uneradnon"'f

L 11
Ll o SE et

I
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drpwa] It 1s Loss1b1e ‘that a previous treatment h1story, 1nvo]v1ng

s1te to benef1tt1ng from fﬁ‘ repeated treatment ma1ntenance strategy

"t'used -in- th1s proaect Future research could he]p to resolve th1s 1ssue

: Sat1at(~> and Restr1ct1v1ty

N

In further attempt1ng to exp1a1n the non ma1ntenance effects ob-

- tained with some of‘the subJects 1n the present study, it 1s poss1b1e
. that these ch11dren and the1r peers became sat1ated on the re1nforcers~-

-‘f-that each had to offer the other, so that when the structure of the J.’

-
— h#

:1ntervent1on was removed naturaT]y occurr?ng;£e1nforcers were of 1nsuf-

Pl

"ff1c1ent strength to ma1nta1n soc1a1 behav1or toward one another \\Th1s

' poss1b111ty suggests that a more 1ntens1ve effort shoald be made to-

<

:enhance the re1n§;rc1ng propert1es of Ppeer group members through a]ter-‘
'7> nat1ve peer pairing. and/or structured 1nteract1on procedur s -Aiso '1t q‘ﬁ

is poss1b1e that the 1ntervent1on brought these subJects and ‘their p

v

t1a€ed on these “1ntervent1on act1v1t1es"; so that dur1ng reversal

. _phases;'peers ch’s to engage in act1v1t1es whgch had not been a part of

' 'the 1ntervent1on and wh1ch subJects poss1b1y d1d not knou how to p1ay,

pr at 1east in wh1ch they d1d not- know how to become 1nv01ved Th1s .

__poss1b111ty suggests that subJects shoqu be taught a w1de var1ety of
SN

.-recess act1v1t1es 1n an attempt to g1ve them and the1r peer as much_'

is possible .

1153
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that these subJects re]1ed too heav?%y on. the . structure of the 1nter- v;

~

1ndependent1y when treatment procedvres were term1nated In future?@
3 .
research attempts 4o deal wit h-th prob1em5 repeated treatment pro- :

cedures cou]d be gradua]]y removed or faded out to reduce d1scr1m1na-t;

b1]1ty in, the trans1t1on from treatment to non-treatment cond1t1ons, : i.

F1ﬁ§]1y, 1n a study such as th1s many subt]e process var1ab1es operate*

to 1nf1uence the obta1ned outcome It s poss1b1e that the ch1]dren -

‘-

w\o fa11ed to ma1nta1n the teachers or consu]tants 1nvo]ved 1nteracted,,a =T

w1th the;ch11d 1n such,a way (such as treated hTm/her -too spec1al]y or-.
gava,ﬁimiﬁér an undue amount of attent1on or Eons1derat1on) as to SR
aiiéﬁafé the child's peers or*to suppress the1r‘probab111t§’of 1nterac-

t1ng w1th h1m/ her - If such a s1tuat1on is operat1ve when attempt1ng

to 1ncrease the 1nteract1ve behav;or of soc1a11y w1thdrawn ch11dren,: RN

these var1ab1es wou]d have to be 1dent1f1ed and contro]Ted in order to

1ncrease the 11ke11hood that all. ch11dren wou]d be ab]e to benef1t from
R . . : . : .
the.intervention.

3

itgﬁd ﬁontroi Over Just1f1cat1on and Behav1ora1 Contrast S

The fa11ure to. show durab111ty(of peer 1nteract1ons on the part -é "";;;3

Eh" non-maintaining subJects also- ou]d be. exp1a1ned by the not1ons ‘of o &

~1g1d exper1menta1 contro], over JustTf1cat1on, or behav1ora] contrast;'

Jnder r1g1d exper1menta1 control one would pred1ct repeated 1ncreases.

.NAJ

Ty . - . ' ’ L A
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i remova] of‘!he 1ntervent1on procedures -- an effect wh1ch'1s usefu1 for

. s >

demonstrat1ng funct1ona11ty of 1ndependent var1ab1es but is-an obsta 1

to ach1ev1ng ma1ntenance of,treatment effects Th1s effect was obtatned

; prDJect Over Just1f/cat1on suggests that th"soc1a] env1ronment

-,

eg’

41

-

dur1ng reversa] per1ods may appear to the h11d o be an:1mpover1shed

o env1ronment comaared ig?the re1at1ve1y r1ch env1ronment ex1stent dur1ng.“ o

.3$%tervent1on phases or even to the 1n1t1a1 base]1ne env1ronment.__if o

"th1s was'the case; one7"1ght pred1ct that the eh11d S soc1a1 behav1or

dur1ng reversa]s wou]d fa11 be]ow 1ts 1ntervent1on 1eve1s and poss1b1y
even be]ow 1ts 1n1t1a1 base11ne 1eve1 Th1s, in fact, 1s waa happened

" in the present study w1th those non-ma1nta1n1ng sub3ECts Behav1ora1

' contrast suggests that when response 1eve1s are a]tered in: a g1ven

‘or at subsequent t1mes may change in the oppos1te d1rect1on N1th
respect to the present stud;y1 behav1ora] contrast suggests that the‘ '
areduced 1eve1s of soc1a1 Tnteract1on diring reversaT‘phases may be

accounted for by the 1ncreased 1eve1s of 1nteract1on dur1ng intervention.

] '

ab

- |
Y
\I‘



sty]es of soc1a] 1nteract1on must ﬁot be over]ooked * By.the f1me

ch1]dren entfr schoo] the maaor port1on of the1r contact w1th other B
¥
persons has been~w1th fam1]y members Fam1]y members ]tkely serve as

strong mpde]s of soc1a1 1ntgract1on sty]e for young ch1]dren A]though

Ae.,;';,'-;,‘,/, _ :
peers ex7rt a strong 1nf]uence on ch1]dren s soc1a1 behav1or from a o

very: yovpg age, a phenomenon wh1ch 1ncreases as the ch1]d grows o]der

4'?'§ﬁiid/ style of soc1a1 1nteract1on ]1ke]y is a]ready we]] formed o= |
VEy;the) ime s/he beg1ns to spend as much t1me w1th peers as s/he has ,:4, ’E;,

.

”‘Eﬁ ?am11y members For this 'reasona the 1nf]uence of fam1]y membervf

on soc1a] 1nteract10n sty]es seems very strong

V

If the soc1a] c11mate of a ch1]d s home 1s h1gh]y\soc1a] [t s

]1ke]y that the ch11d w11] deve]op a h1gh1y 1nteract:ve 5061a] sty]e, -

1n1t1a 1ng fregqy to those-around h1m/her’ But 1f the soc1a1 atmosphere

in wh1ch a child grows up is.guiet- and reserved the ch1]d 11ke1y w1]1

L

deve]bp a ]ess 1nteract1ve soc1a] sﬁy]e

6

]y’stra ghtqzzgrard A]though 1t appears to be qu1te poss1b]e to 1n-_4

.

crease the hteract1on 1eve]s of soc1a]]y w1thdrawn ch1]dreh w1th power-ﬁ
<

ful 1ntervent1ons5 the child's soc1a] behav1or seems 1ikely to revert -

to prev1ous ]ow 1eve1s 1f the sty]e of: social 1nteract1on mode]]ed and
eneouraged at home is a low- key; more pasS1ve approach Further, 1t 1s

]1ke]y that many parents make it very c]ear to -their ch1]dren when

th1ng wh1ch has hot been 1nstructed by the teacheff' Eo1]ow1ng these
- 4 Sl e
rq]es to the1r extremes; as some children are JikeTy to do, the child

123
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(1) percept1on of outcome is. 1nf1uenced by past outcomes 1n other svt—'

-,vuat1ons 'and-(Z) cenf1rmat1on of expected outcomes anf]uences the an— S

R AR S S e e LT : oo
. . ‘ " :' . S "ﬁ,’t’ ) : o :l - :
is 1eft w1th 11tt1e behay1or at sohoo], save hat wh1ch 1s teacher-

A

d1rected If\\he ch1]d does,not d1st1ngu1sh between the teacherb '3"
d1rected and se]f—1n1taated demand character1st1cs of the c1assroom.

*

and the p1ayground respect1ve}y, s/he is 11ke1y to be pass1ve and non—

I

An alternat1ve conceptua]1zat;eﬁ for dea11ng W1th the not1on of

a durab1e 1nteract1ve style 1s offered by a theory of personaI con—v..i.fg

: struets (Ke]]y; 1955) Ba51ca11y; Ke]}y states that what a person

..o,

b

i chooses to do in a g1ven s1tuat1on is 1nf1uenced By h1siher perceptzonai

\.

of what the outcome of that s1tuat1on w1lt be The bas1c theory is ..

supported by severaL secondary pr1nc1p]es, anclud1ng the not1ons that-;f:'?

-
A

t1c1patory process T s f 4 i TR i'.ﬁ

The construct1ona1 system offered by Ke]Ty has app11cab1]1ty to

= understand1ng soc1a}1y w1thdrawh ch1]dren, the1r respons1veness to o

) 1ntervention is 1n1t1ated but the 1ssue raised by such 1ntervent1on 1s

1ntervent1on and the1r 11Ke]1hood of show1ng cont1nued 1ncreased qhter—

B . . -

act1on fo]ioWTngf1ntervent1on~ In potent1a]1y soc1a] s;tuat1ons a. th1]d

ch1]d character1zed as w1thdrawn most ]1ke]y chooses to 1nteractrvery, ;T- ‘

) 11tt1e, p0551b]y ant1c1pat1ng an uneomfortab]e outcome 1f s/he does.. B

The ch1]d' percept1ons of 1nteract1on outcomes appear to change when

‘.

whether the child 1s reacting to pos1t1ve outcomes exper1enced through
{1;‘..,_ . . » ,"i.t"

“

Q!
|
r

R
.

»
1 4

v
(Tt
{ .
&



recent 1nteract1ons w1th h1s/her peers or to the somewhat contr1véd . ‘"' .

°UtC°meS~(?EW3?dS) offered through the 1ntervent1on Ch11dren whoﬁi'

—‘.n - ‘o

~

'iearn to exper1ence the potent1a1 pos1t1ve outcomes of peer 1ntenac~-;

tJenfweuﬁi seem T1ke1y to sﬁow maﬂntenance of treatment effects Those

-who respond only to—the dev1sed outcomes produced by'the cont1ngency ;'ﬂ L

Q

o s

'nost

1ke;y W111 not ma1nta1n Th1s 1nterpretat1on has 1mp11cat1ons

oo

R AP N3 a;::‘,.. ,

for the natura] versus artaf1cna1 nature—of de11berate 1ntervent10n

w1th ch]Tdren s soc1a1 behav1or:--ﬂ;ﬁi;‘§*,?1:; T{WJ; f' : oL
It 1s poss1b1e that an approach to ach1ey1ng-ma1ntenance more"k'
fru1tfuT’tHan focu51ng snmp]y on-chs]dren s behav1or change woqu be

lc c. .\, -\. -
e

add1t10naT]y to emphas1ze change in: ;he1r se]f percept1on : Such an

approa@h,~nnvo]v1ng 1ntervent1dn w1th both cogn1t1ve and behav1ora1 com-

ponents coqu’have much to offer the soc1a1 development of young -;ﬁ, TR

o - o

ch11dren T R ~ S :15 . E % T o

‘-‘/‘7 ..; X ._,'.‘; " i P . . R L '7 :
. ‘ - - . o ;‘ . ‘ .

Exceptions to the Treated Untreated B1st1nct1on 7. . s o

: The cases of the tw6 Qhwldren whose performance dur1ng reversal o

prov1de excepttons to the;gesu]ts expected from the treated untreated
d1st1nct1on deserve spec1a] d1scuss1on It 1s unclear which of the B

var1ous p0$51b111t1es pos1ted above offers the best exp]anat1on for the _','

-:,‘:,, -

¢

reverSaT phasesfz She was young and had been treated prev1ous]y C11n*:,

*‘i-"r
ica]dgg;ervat1ons revea]ed only that she had a reTativeTy narrow range e

5f fr1 nds w1thrwhom she 1nteracted that she made few soc};1'1n1t1a-

té%ns to ofher ch11dren and that she may have been one child for whom!i

arﬂate The successfuT ma1ntenance of SubJect G, who was oner and

- ]
- ye
s ’ ) A
- . .
s ..
-
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R be arranged as an adaunct to contqngenc1es already operat1ve for total

'—_and.goﬁd 1n1t1at1on sk1lls with wh1ch to set up 1nteract1ons ﬁith'them;'

o S N - 112 -
7 ,% A . . B - R .. * .7 B "
Lo . T . ’{ - . . . - . .
prev1ous]y untreated a]so was unexpected but is 1ess—troub1esome.

l

S

This child appeared to have a var1ety of friends during 1ntervent1on -

dur1ng base]ines. These two cases make ?t apparent that we have not

Ty

yet found a ma1ntenance re1ated d1st1nct10n wh1ch 1s w1thout except1on--

\perhaps there is none, The best that can be offered from tﬁe present

yesearch.is- the prev1ously treated-untreated d1st1nct1on As the
11m1ted data current]y ava11ab1e show; ma1ntenance pred1ctrons based
' th?s d1chotomyNcarry~probab111t1esrof .75 < .80. Improvement on

this distinction or ihtroductions of ‘other relevant variables await

P

" further research.

.~ 3. ¥erbal-Behavior )
. : ) - T

That none of the children fﬁva1eéa-%ﬁ fﬁisﬁaiajéce showed suBStan:

; tfai fncreases in’ verba] bEhav1or dur1ng 1ntervent1on phases, ang there-;fﬁ

fore “could not poss1b1y ev1dence ma1ntenance of verbal behav10r durtngi‘:

vior; or "play behav1or"; const1tute separate response classes whtch are

C e 0

not necessar11y responS1ve to the—same 1ntervent1on procedures - When

verbal behav1or 1s cons1dered suff1c1ent1y Tmportant to requwre atten-

tion separate from overal] soc1a1 behav1or consequences programmed

spec1f1ca11y for Tncreas1ng verbal refpond1ng apparent1y would have to

socia] respond?ng Th1§“f1 djng;i]

a
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The purpose of- th1s study was to prov1de further daéa regard1ng

the Baer and Wol f (197U)entrapment hypothésis, and that goa] has beenr

met The type of 1ntervent1on the re?erra] and target behav1 ors, 339 S

Y

_ the 1eﬁ§th of ma1ntenance eva]uat1on in th1s study Were the same as

:;), 0

--those 1n the Baer and. Wolf study' The pr1mary focus of these 1nvest1—’ ;'55

N ‘\ . \ -

'gat1ons however, was ma1ntenance of 1ntervent1on effeets for eh11drens

soc1a1 behavxor, but thxs outcome was evaluated on1y on 3 short-tenn -

-

l' ~

bas1s_1n both studies -~ dur1ng treatment reversa] phases 1ast1ng from.ff‘
five‘tO'ten‘days (one to two schoo1oweeks) Because personne] and

.budgetary constra1nts

1nvo1ved_1n&the tudy ~ Such a c1chmstance shou]d not be used to j s-:

tify the aBsen> h f. such data, hbwever Stud1es of behaN1ora1 main= |

&

tenance ul 'mate1y must prov1de data. over per1ods of t1me rang1ng from

Séﬁera1 months to severa] years Future research must go beyond these
N g .,
1n1t1a1 stud1es to provide 1ong term eva]uat1ons of behav1ora1 pers1s-

.'tence fo]]oW1ng a var1ety of ma1ntenance programm1ng strateé‘is s ;"ﬂ“f

2N . ) . , ' NN

Data Ana1151s f Afii SR _ « S e e

‘Zﬁ‘ 4

As d1scussed prev1ous1y, the reversa] des1gn was part1cu1ar1y
well-suited for use under the present 1nVest1gat1on. What ‘has resukted

from th1s use 1s a ser1es of 1hd1v1dua1 case stud}es us1ng the same
.1ndependent and dependeﬂt var1ab1es HOWever subaect var1ab1es _range -

e

z‘»)u
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:?:Lcons1derab1y across ch1]dren and re]at1ve1y sma]] numbers of ch11dren

. ﬁ,were 1nvolved Thus, the group1ng of ch11dren for 1nterpret1ve pur--f"

~

5.poses may be somewhat arb1trary, a]though 1t seems to represent the
f'fmost 1og1ca1 d1st1nctnon -- both in terms of subJeet var1ab1es and 1n

terms of outcome.. Further 1nvest1gat1on of the treatment booster shot

,‘..

: L
quest1on w1th 1arger ‘groups of subaects shar1ng a<%et of common

subJect character1st1es eerta1n1y wou]d be useful. In add1t1on, it

é der subm1tt1ng the1r data to t- test, ana1ys1s of var1ance, or t1me ’
"fser1es scrut1ny in order 'to determ1ne the presence of s1gn1f1c§nt

ma1ntenance effects,for 'individual subjects across time. e

Cr1t1ca1 components o ,_;; L;,f; - ' a -..5' : ?
From the present research, 1t is 1mposs?bié to 1solate theLr
';hvar1ab1e(s) most cr1t1ca1 to’ ach1ev1ng ma1ntenance of 1ntervent1on .
effects under the repeated treatments parad1gm, a]though the study was
.{jnot 1ntended to be a component ana]ys1s. Bne cou]d argUe that us1ng:f'
.the present 1ntervent1on package, the cr1t1ca] var1ab1e is: 1) thee
soc1a] sk11]s tutor1ng componEnt, wh1ch to some extent is cogn1t1ve1y
‘based; (2) the po1nt system, wh1ch 11ke]y is the most powerfu] of the :rf
;package components, (3) the repeated treatment, or "booster shot“' -

5format, 1tse1f as seems to be the case from both th1s and the Baer and

o

' WGlf (1970) stud1es or (4) accumulated t1me-1n treatment as suggested
by the d1fferences 1n resu]ts for. prov1ous]y treated versus. prev1ous]y
'1untreated groups. Future research cou]d attempt to determ1ne more '

the treatment "booster shot“ strategy, to

B4

=

-~ clearly the usefulness

‘ F’“‘-h\

Joed |
lJ }
(S5




115

d1st1ngulsh 1t ?rom the t1me~1n treatment 1ssue and to determ1ne

5

7whether the treatment wh1ch is: repeat"

] w1th1n\the strategy 1s cr1t1ca]

~

‘to ach1ev1ng ma1ntenance.

']evels of happ1 s an d persona] sat1sfact1on w1th the1r 1nteract1on
‘styles pr1or or subsequent to 1ntervent1on Such 1nqu1ry seems 1mpor-‘

tait and 11ke1y would prove 1nterest1ng 1f pursued further

e Ch1]dren s 1nvo]vement in th1s research came about fo]ToW1ng a oo

SE'f es of several steps (i) referral by their teacher, {2) an 1n1t1a]
meet1ng w1th the teacher to determ1ne ch1]d e11g1b111ty and teacher o
1nterest in us1ng the procedures, (35 a meet1ng with the ch11d s parents

to exp]a1n the program and obta1n the1r‘consent and (4) a meetlng w1th

(

the teacher and ch11d to expla1n the program to the ch1]d and determ1ne _

h1s/her 1nterest 1n part1c1pat1ng. Thus by the t1me program proceduns

were 1ntroduce8 in a g1ven c]assroom, teachers, parents, and" the1r

F1na1]y, 11m1ted 1nqu1ry was made in th1s study 1nto subaects i

Ch1Tdren a]] had expressed an 1nterest in part1c1pat1ng Additfonally, ‘

teachers and parents completed forms both before and after. 1ntervent1on

wh1ch a]]owed then to rate the child's soc1a] behav1or w1th other -

ch1]dren

It is c]ear that subJects spent a ggeat dea] more t1me p]ay1ng w1th

the1r peers dur1ng 1ntervent1on than they had prev1ous]y - Whether th]S

reflects 1ncreased happ1n s and persona] sat1sfact1on of the ch11dren,7 e

however; is ngt_c]ear; At the start of the study, it was acknowledged Lo

'that§perhaps somé,chﬁTdren were content w1th their sty]es of 1nfrequent

o : CE

N g

a



P SR . I 1

A . Se v

iiﬁféfaatiaﬁf Fatafe?iﬁVégt%gataf§~iﬁ~thisfaféa cauia-exam%né mare?

;closely the 1ssue of ch11dren s happ1ness and se]f—sat1sfact1on pr1or

,to, dur1ng, and subSEquent to attempts to 1ncrease the1r 1nvo]vement '

-
o~

“'z:W1th peers.r o

L Sﬁééésiéa;ﬂréas.?bf Fatﬁrejaéseaféh' ST S

o The f1nd1ngs of the present study ra1se a’ number of,potegt1a1
areas fOr further re s ch 1n the areas of maintenance of ch11dren s
'soglal respond1ng 1n free p]ay s1tuat1ons and use of the treatment
"booster shot" strategy for fac1]1tat1ng such ma1ntenance. For examp]e,
assuming for the moment that a. prev1ous h1story of interuention for .
'fsoc1a1 withdrawal 1s requ1red before a ch11d can be expected to benef1t"

'from a treatment “booster shot" strategy, how much 1n1t1a1 t1me 1n- e

.:‘treatment reversa1 phases? Related]y, how many treatment sess1ons or
] repeated treatment phases are requ1red to br1ng W1thdrawn ch1]dren up

to“nermat1ve 1evels of 1nteraction and to fac111tate the1r cont1nued.

‘ i1nteract1on at those~1evels7 :”7 ‘ "-'~i??‘5£;'*f3d¥;-wf~ w~:i{_§.fisf:?i::

Are age and grade funct1onal var1ab1es wh1ch must be taken into. . -

!
« .

account” 1n pred1c?1ng ab111ty to benef1t from a repeated treatment

AL \ t" Py~

“‘ma1ntenanee strategy?. If S0, what age and grade 1evels most Tikely

u__separate those cthdren ab]e to benef1t from the strategy and those _

*offer to older ch1]dren? :

What are the effects of more forma]T? attempt1ng to program in-

creased var1ety of 1nterac'10n partners and act1v1t1es across t1me?

Y |

r),.,_
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Wou]d p]ac1ng more emphas1s on subaect ih1t1at1on sk1lls enhance the1r

ab111ty to cont1nue 1nteract1ng fo]]ow1ng the term1nat1on of treatment ;4'

procedures? Cou]d the probab111ty of ma1ntenance be increased:by -

1 e

Vfad1ng out the 1ntervent1on procedur%s each t1me ‘that they are removed
;or by us1ng a less ;ntens1ve form of the 1ntervent1on procedures w1th 1
:each subsequent treatment repet1t1on/re 1ntroduct1on? — |

| F1na1]y; what-are the']onger term ma1ntenance effects o?'thé B
,repeated treatment strategy? Can ch11dren who ev1dence 1n1t1a] ma1n—
tenance of soc1a1 behav1or and Wwho. seem1ngly beg1n to come ﬁﬁdér the
,contro] of more natura]ly occurr1ng reTnforcers be expected to contlnue

'1nteract1ng over a longer per1od of t1me than was evaluated 1n th1s

study7 That 1s, can the formerly w1thdrawn ch1]d S socpa] behav1or be:

expected to ma1nta1n 1ndef1n1te1y s1mp1y through the natura]]y occurr1ngu '

_commun1ty of re1nforcers? If not, wou]d add1t10na1 br1ef treatment
repet1t1ons be suff1c1ent to br1ng the ch11d‘s 1nteract1on 1eVe1 back
up to normat1ve 1eve1s and then to ma1nta1n them for. ]onger per1ods of

;t1me? These and other dhest1ons awa1t future 1nvest1gat1on 1nto the o

area of repeated treatments as a strategy for fac111tat1ng the ma1nten- .

ance of ch11dren s. soc1a] behavior. i
T .

-
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Child's Name S ™feacher

School _° .~ . " Counselor _
L . . - 4 . . .-‘ . N B o
mteg—*¥*4?*f*:>‘*f - B R TR S - :

;'secIAt;INTERACTieN'RAfINGfSCALE_; Part 1 i+ i

15;Phys1ca11y 1so]ates sé]f from f , e T e jﬂ..:f

-~ peers while in class. ,' - - 1..,.2..153;.{;ﬁ;;.,s.;.;6.2;17'-;.”; L

2. Verbally . responds to a ch11d s L . T - ;3';‘t.'¥b¥f :
f1n1t1at10n - o { ,li;;;Zfi;;3;?;;4;;;;52;;i6§:;;7vij'

3 Fias rIO fr1ends N Co - 1_;';'5‘;:2';;‘;';_3:';;;'4; :”;,55;;;;525 ey i

4. Engages in long conversat1ons o S L
{more than 30 seconds). . = - = - P,:..Z.;5.3.,.,4&1..5.;,.6.;..7-
5. Talks with a peer(s) on'the way . < - o "o .o
- ,to P.E., 1unch the library, .- % . T T
recess.t | 1o..2,...3.0.8.,..50...6.,.7
Smiles at other ch1]dren. ' 1;;;;2;:i;3i;;;42;:; 202600507
iVShares laughter w1th classmates. I TR F K R 1 T ;2257::’

.:Does not engage 1n group act1- L ST
vities. SRS © RTIEREKIPRRL APPEL A

9. Spontaneousiy contr1butes dur- S
'1ng a group d1sc0551on BT PP

D. Volunteers for "show- and tell. 1.5 _ .o )
1: Free]y takes d 1eadersh1p ro]e U 1....2....30. 08 .. .;{;64.;.7 72. SRR

2. Tries to avoid calling attention:. . . - . . . AR F
"-to h1m/herse1f : - B T R T Y A I

R~ O

(3, ]

(<) '.01
.

~

]

.
.
.
W W
.

o ‘
[~ P
oiroe
. )

»
o
.

.
)
'|

- peer(s) on proaects in- éiééé ';->iﬁ,;;Z;.;;3:£;:4;;:;5;5;;6£:§;7_7;E3“;'

1. Verba]]y initiates to a’ peer(s) 1o:0i200 00808 5Bl s L

5. Other children act a§ if he/she - . _ .. _° e
were taboo or tainted: . - L...2....3./.4....5....60...0 - C

. . . ~ . . . . . .
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" 'SOCIAL: INTERACTION ‘RATING SCALE: Part 113 © .

R

i ¢ : L - ,\

st you feel “that the ch11d is very much 11ke ong. end of the sca]e,_

{fﬁfp]ace a-check’ mark in the appropr1ate extreme cojumn. “If you feel that
- your child:is somewhat' 1ike one'or the other end of the stale, place _

ur mark -in one space from the extremes under the proper heading: . If

“ the child: seems'onlyesllghtlysllke,one side as.opposed to the other;.

- mark the column two spaces in from the.ends under the correct heading: o

;.If'you‘tons1der both sides. equal]y descr1pt1ve, o? if the—category does
not app]y, place your check 1n the m1dd1e co]umn Sl

‘. ‘;

. ﬁ%}- Do not spend mare than—a few seconds mark1ng each sca]e as we are
'1nterested in your. f1rst impression. ‘When you telephone CORBEH each.

Sxle T

- day, your responses may be 1nd1cated as a number and 1etter (for exmmﬂe,
N ].A 2C, 3F etc.)r.-.i ‘4'_ B . I ‘__'- SR - A

-

..'_‘

(-]
. ~
B - Y
— Ehar ‘ & - -
T &
: SO .
< T R < R °
o8 ’ el QS @ = .
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~ - = S < N < I TRt WL EE S -~
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P ~ S« T = B ~ N~
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- e B~ T~ RO - - S B <~ = | ~ ®
e - TEETn —n £ E -
K L R = L = =
e _ ce : DD D >y G 2z -
A § 5z 3'E 5 .5

Depressed_ ffi.‘ji,-'

=174 'S

2 Uhscc1ab]e T ;: BN Soc1éBlé
. Inte?est1ng {- | "3 7]+ | Boring. -
3 N C SR T ._;_A]io'of L

3 - Relaxed

o gtive | | POl Active - -

. wefted - [~ | | |- .- | I Extroverted

S - T3 s, L. T 1 F 3 | Timid - ST
9. Many: Fr&endsf; S .| Friendless :. SR

710. L1ked by Peérs T T 1| DisTiked by Peers

R EEoEr®

X
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Ehiié‘s Name i7h T . ﬁaté*f*;f ; B fﬁ,f;f%’- :

Rated_by ‘ - D | f,j‘ff“ L :é:;_[f 7“;f'";h-k ..f;;};ivi f.;;.'

~ . . L T S .

©_parent Rating of Child Characteridtics |-~

lnstnuctlons Do _ ,.1,, TR N R

Lo

CIf you fee] that your ch11d s very much,11ke one end of the sga]e, o
place a_check mark in the appropr1ate extreme. co]umn., If you fee] that. -~
your child is somewhat 1ike one or. the, other :end of..the Scale, place ©
your mark in one space -from the extremes under. the" ‘proper- heading. If '
the child seems only s]1ght1y‘11ke one side as‘opposed to the other;

mark_the column two spaces in from.the ends uhder the cprrect heading..

If you- consider both sides equaT]y descriptive; or if the .category does ;‘ah . :

not apply, place your check in the m1dd1erco]umn. Do not: Spend more -

-than a few. seconds mark1ng each scale as we are interested ‘in:your first first. -
1mpre551on. Remember ‘to p]ace on}y one check mark on each: 11ne
, o
. ~ .
(=3
z. - . < -
: <
, e
- - v > O
- _ P A e N - =
T = A w— D i
o —_— Q - .
-, W e T C T D !
X W > = D X :
e M e O X
B i =T RN Y SRR = B e
— —_——s e S -
- D D - - e PO -
S 8. 3 /& © 3 )
E £ »nw —~ v £ E
5 BT > B me o
CE = '3 — E < -y
QO £ O £ O @
O >

E

2 Unsociable |Sociable .
3. Interesting -1 | {- |-~—}-|Boring
4. Respgnsive | -f I -] | - __|Aloof =,
5. Tense 1 1 | Rélaxed - A
. 6. Inactive: | | .§ R Active . '51*”_ S
7: “Introverted.| | 7] I : Extroverted.
8- Adventurous | | | 1] | Timdd

9. Many Friends {_{ -|_ g Frien ess

R € appy [ - ~Depressed . ¢ o i

\
-t

_ 10 L1ked by Peers ENE 4 ’B1sl1ked by ﬁeers T
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